An Evaluation of Minnesota Principal Characteristics Needed for Effective Implementation of School-Based Problem-Solving and Intervention Processes by Whitney, Lisa
St. Cloud State University 
theRepository at St. Cloud State 
Culminating Projects in Education 
Administration and Leadership 
Department of Educational Leadership and 
Higher Education 
5-2021 
An Evaluation of Minnesota Principal Characteristics Needed for 
Effective Implementation of School-Based Problem-Solving and 
Intervention Processes 
Lisa Whitney 
Follow this and additional works at: https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/edad_etds 
 Part of the Educational Leadership Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Whitney, Lisa, "An Evaluation of Minnesota Principal Characteristics Needed for Effective Implementation 
of School-Based Problem-Solving and Intervention Processes" (2021). Culminating Projects in Education 
Administration and Leadership. 83. 
https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/edad_etds/83 
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Department of Educational Leadership and 
Higher Education at theRepository at St. Cloud State. It has been accepted for inclusion in Culminating Projects in 
Education Administration and Leadership by an authorized administrator of theRepository at St. Cloud State. For 




An Evaluation of Minnesota Principal Characteristics Needed for Effective 










Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 
St. Cloud State University 
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
for the Degree of 
Doctor of Education 
















 Serving students in their quest to learn and succeed in life are basic goals of public 
education (Honig, 2016). The simplified purpose for public education, then, is to provide equal 
opportunity for all children to learn the basic skills needed to be self-sufficient adults and 
productive citizens in an ever-evolving society (Darling-Hammond et al., 2019). Early 
acquisition of basic academic skills, such as reading, writing, and mathematical computation, are 
considered essential to completing this goal.  
 Booth and Rowsell (2007) maintain that effective leadership is key to achieving process 
change and for improving learning outcomes for all students. Research shows that when it comes 
to implementing interventions, leadership is essential (Shinn & Walker, 2010). While there is 
scarce research focused on leadership qualities related to the implementation of interventions, 
most findings have established that the role of the principal is important in obtaining a successful 
outcome (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012).  
 The purpose of the mixed-method study was to identify leadership qualities needed for 
successful academic intervention implementation with struggling students. The study used both 
qualitative and quantitative methods and the researcher designed the research questions based 
upon lack of principal leadership qualities needed for successful academic intervention 
implementation with struggling students in literature review. Participants of the study were select 
Minnesota school principals at the pre-school, elementary, secondary, and transition levels who 
were identified as implementing interventions in their schools, and who agreed to be part of the 
study. 
  Data collection included two phases: 1) a multiple-choice and short-question survey 




conducted with five volunteer interviewees who had completed the survey. The multiple-choice 
survey provided quantitative information while the open-ended response questions presented 
qualitative data that allowed for clarifying responses and deeper understanding of the 
information obtained from the multiple-choice survey.  
 Study results indicated that principals in Minnesota identified several leadership qualities 
and characteristics needed for effective implementation of school-based problem-solving and 
intervention processes that matched those presented in research literature. Challenges and 
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Chapter I:  Introduction 
Serving students in their quest to learn and succeed in life are basic goals of public 
education (Honig, 2016). The simplified purpose for public education, then, is to provide equal 
opportunity for all children to learn the basic skills needed to be self-sufficient adults and 
productive citizens in an ever-evolving society (Darling-Hammond et al., 2019). Early 
acquisition of basic academic skills, such as reading, writing, and mathematical computation, are 
considered essential to completing this goal. Boushey and Moser (2009) found students who did 
not obtain or develop early literacy skills would continue to fall farther and farther behind their 
peers.  
Effective Leadership 
Booth and Rowsell (2007) maintain that effective leadership is key to achieving process 
change and for improving learning outcomes for all students. Research shows that when it comes 
to implementing interventions, leadership is essential (Shin & Walker, 2010). While there is 
scarce research focused on leadership qualities related to the implementation of interventions, 
most findings have established that the role of the principal is important in obtaining a successful 
outcome (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012).  
Change is needed to accommodate a shift in thinking; and, consequently, providing 
students with what they need (Burns & Ysseldyke, 2005). Research over the past several decades 
has supported the importance of having strong leadership and support in the schools for systems 
change to occur and for successful implementation of interventions (Lau et al., 2006; Meyer & 
Behar-Horenstein, 2015; Santangelo, 2009). One of the seven aspects of large-scale change 
proposed by Levin and Fullan (2008) is “multi-level engagement with strong leadership and a 




School-based, problem-solving and intervention processes such as Response to 
Intervention (RTI), Multi-tiered System of Supports (MTSS), and Professional Learning 
Communities (PLCs) are intricately intertwined in school reform today (Dulaney et al., 2013). 
The role of the principal in accomplishing this goal, including implementation of interventions, 
is seen as a key factor by researchers (Bean, & Lillenstein, 2012). 
Intervention Processes 
Response to Intervention “…employs direct measurement of academic performance and 
behavior, identifying relationships between problems and environmental factors through a 
process of hypothesis testing” (Hunley & McNamara, 2010, p. 3). After identifying the academic 
or behavioral target for intervention, “strategies are devised to modify or create environmental 
conditions that will optimize the potential for improved student performance” (Hunley & 
McNamara, 2010, p. 3).  
According to Zirkel and Thomas (2010), Response to Intervention (RTI) originally 
emerged from the call to identify and provide effective instruction to struggling students.  
The only mention of RTI is in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 
and it is limited to identification of students with specific learning disability (SLD). More 
specifically, IDEA delegates to each state the choice of approach for identifying children 
with SLD: (a) permitting or requiring RTI; (b) permitting or prohibiting evaluation based 
on a severe discrepancy between ability and achievement; and (c) omitting, permitting, or 
requiring a third alternative of other research-based procedures. (p. 60)   
As a replacement to using the IQ-achievement discrepancy model from the 1980s, 
intervention processes were first designed to provide support for students with learning 




has shown that using the IQ-achievement discrepancy to determine the need for academic 
intervention, especially with younger children, is not reliable (Fuchs & Young, 2006; Ysseldyke, 
2005).  
Whether called response to intervention, responsiveness to intervention (Fuchs & Fuchs, 
2007), collaborative problem solving (Santangelo, 2009), multi-tiered system of support 
(Freeman et al., 2017) or a problem-solving model (Lau et al., 2006):  
Response to intervention is an educational problem-solving process characterized by 
systematic and universal screening of all students; early response with high-quality and 
evidence-based instruction and behavior interventions; team decision making based on 
and matched to individual student needs; and frequent, direct, and continuous assessment 
of progress that is applied to individual educational decisions within the formative 
evaluation model. (Shin et al., 2010, p. xxxiii)  
After years of research and work in the field of education, Levin and Fullan (2008) assert 
that for change in instruction to occur, process change is needed: 
Large-scale, sustained improvement in student outcomes requires a sustained effort to 
change school and classroom practices, not just structures such as governance and 
accountability. The heart of improvement lies in changing teaching and learning practices 
in thousands and thousands of classrooms, and this requires focused and sustained effort 
by all parts of the education system and its partners. (p. 291)  
Statement of the Problem 
It is not uncommon for some students who learn at a different pace than their peers to 
begin falling behind the others. Helping children who are experiencing academic difficulties is a 




being successful, all parties suffer (OECD, 2012). Educators and researchers have determined 
that early identification of academic gaps and intervention reaps the most benefits (Neuman, 
2007). Understanding the difficulties faced by struggling learners is imperative when 
ascertaining what interventions to use (Lovett et al., 2012). 
Most research has focused on interventions at the elementary level (Burns, 2008; Fuchs et 
al., 2010) with few studies focusing on intervention at all academic levels (Vaughn & Fletcher, 
2010). Other research has focused specifically on the intervention process itself (Applebaum, 
2009; Burns et al., 2017). Little research has focused on whether principals find school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes helpful for tackling academic challenges faced by 
some of their students (Fuchs, L. S. & Fuchs, D, 2006). 
While there is scarce research focused on leadership qualities related to implementation 
of interventions, most findings have established that the role of the principal is important in 
obtaining a successful outcome (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012). The role of the principal is critical to 
the success or failure of intervention implementation.  
Purpose of the Study 
There is limited research linking effective principal leadership to successful school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes results. Most research has been about specific 
interventions at the elementary level, and further research outside this realm is lacking.  
The purpose of this research is to better understand specific principal leadership qualities 
present when school interventions are considered successful; specifically, leadership 
characteristics present and leadership involvement in the intervention process (Levin & Fullan, 
2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 2015). The purpose is also to ascertain if school-based 




This study will gather information regarding principals’ experiences with intervention 
processes, including strategies they have used to help with intervention implementation in their 
buildings, problems they have encountered along the way, and the leadership skills needed in 
order for intervention implementation to be successful.   
Research Questions 
Since research results indicate that outstanding leadership is needed in order for 
intervention implementation to be effective in the schools (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & 
Behar-Horenstein, 2015), learning about and recognizing which principal leadership skills are 
needed during this process was explored.   
1. What knowledge and level of understanding do select Minnesota principals report 
having regarding school-based problem-solving and intervention processes, such as 
the four essential components of RTI (screening, progress monitoring, multi-level or 
multi-tier prevention system, and data-based decision making)?  
2. What leadership attributes do select Minnesota principals perceive and report being 
important to the implementation of school-based problem-solving and intervention 
processes?  
3. What strategies do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes are implemented successfully in their 
building?  
4. What approaches do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure a cultural 
component is included in the intervention process?   
5. What methods do select Minnesota principals report they use and what steps do they 




Significance of the Study 
 Educational change is necessary to determine what teaching methods are best for our 
students (Allan & Goddard, 2010). For educational change to occur, research has established that 
strong leadership is essential to successful change processes within the school, including 
implementation of interventions (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 2015). This 
study will examine which leadership qualities are needed for successful implementation of 
interventions to occur in the schools. 
Assumptions of the Study 
 An assumption of the study was that participants surveyed and interviewed had some 
basic knowledge of the intervention process (i.e., MTSS, RTI, prereferral interventions, problem-
solving models). It was also assumed that participants in the study answered every survey and 
interview question in a truthful and honest manner, and that responses received from 
participating principals precisely reflected their practices in their buildings.  
Delimitations of the Study 
 Simon (2013) describes delimitations as characteristics that limit or inhibit the scope 
and boundaries that a researcher plans for in his or her research study. The following are 
delimitations of the study: 
• The study was limited to select public school districts in Minnesota. Private and 
charter schools were not included in the study as they are not required to adhere to 
the same federal regulations imposed on public schools.  




• Focus of the study was limited to school districts in the state of Minnesota that 
were selected based on a convenience sample and were noted for implementing 
school-based problem-solving and intervention processes. 
• The study examined the beliefs/practices of Minnesota principals in schools that 
were deemed to be implementing interventions successfully. 
• The survey and interview questions were developed by the researcher to better fit 
the research questions of the study.  
• Survey and interview responses did not encompass all principal characteristics 
needed for successful implementation of interventions.  
• The validity of the study was based on participants’ honesty and self-reported 
perceptions of characteristics.  
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the following definitions are used.  
 Culturally responsive practices (CRP): “Best practice attends to the knowledge and 
discourses of the youth’s home; ethnic, racial, or geographic communities; and youth culture, 
popular culture, school culture, classroom culture, or discipline-specific culture” (Moje & 
Hinchman, 2004, p. 322).   
Differentiated Instruction (DI): “Teachers instruct diverse learners within the general 
education classroom by providing teaching based on individual student need” (Whitten et al., 
2009, p. 14).  
 Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA): ESSA was signed by President Obama on  




Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the nation’s national education law and longstanding 
commitment to equal opportunity for all students–US Department of Education website.  
 Intervention: A clear and systematic instruction provided to boost growth in an identified 
academic or behavioral area of need (RTI Action Network).  
 Multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS): MTSS is considered the umbrella of supports 
under which RTI as well as PBIS fall (Prasse et al., 2012). 
 Positive Behavior Interventions and Support (PBIS), Positive Behavior Support (PBS), or 
Schoolwide Positive Behavior Support (SW-PBS): Positive behavioral interventions and 
supports (PBIS) is a proactive approach that schools use to improve school safety and promote 
positive behavior. The focus of PBIS is prevention, not punishment (Clyne, 2017).  
Problem-solving model (PSM): The PSM starts with defining the problem, determining 
the best interventions to address the problem, implementation of interventions, and monitoring 
their effectiveness (Lau et al., 2006, p. 117). Developed and used by the Minneapolis Public 
Schools (MPS).  
Progress Monitoring: A regular assessment of student progress used to determine if the 
student is making desired academic gains (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2011, p. 1).  
 Response to Intervention (RTI): “RTI is a systematic and data-based method for 
identifying, defining, and resolving students’ academic and/or behavioral difficulties” (Brown-
Chidsey & Steege, 2005, p. 2). 
 Universal Screening: Assessing an entire class or grade level to identify students who 






Organization of the Study 
This study has been organized into five chapters. Chapter I comprises an introduction to 
and an overview of the study, including statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research 
questions, significance of the study, and definition of terms. Chapter II provides a review of 
related literature as it pertains to implementation of school-based problem-solving and 
intervention processes and essential leadership skills; including historical origins, the leadership 
role of the principal, systems change and support, culturally responsive practices, challenges, and 
evidence of success. Chapter III presents the methodology employed in conducting the study, 
including Institutional Review Board (IRB) submission, research and design, selection of 
participants, data collection, and data analysis. Chapter IV presents the findings of the study, and 
Chapter V consists of the summary, conclusions, recommendations, and suggestions for further 






Chapter II: Review of Related Literature 
            Buffum, Mattos, and Weber (2010) maintain and then ask, “schools cannot succeed by 
doing the right things for the wrong reasons. So, what are the right questions that should lead our 
work?” (p. 13). They inform the reader that the purpose of schools is not to house educators or to 
please government agents with high scores on state and district testing. The “core mission of 
every school should be to provide every student with the skills and knowledge needed to be a 
self-sufficient, successful adult” (pp. 13-14).  
For over 40 years, implementation and effectiveness of academic and behavioral 
interventions has been an important focus of research and debate (Ysseldyke et al., 2010). 
Research suggests that the process of intervention implementation has changed over time and 
that it remains a topic of enormous need and interest (NEA, 2012). New and improved ideas are 
brought to the forefront each year as data is collected on what works best for students. Public 
education is ever evolving and the schools of today need to keep up with the changing needs of 
students (Daggett, 2004). Change in education is inevitable. According to Hirsch (2008), the 
focus of teaching the three Rs in the past to look at student improvement for all, is the new 
mantra. Daggett (2004) contends that rigor, relevance, and relationships need to be accessible for 
all students to be successful in school.  
The appearance of school-based problem-solving and intervention processes developed 
out of several initiatives by the federal government to make sure all students are taught and learn 
through differentiated instruction and remediation, if needed (Shapiro et al., 2011). The federal 
reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) in 2004 
allowed individual states to move from using the IQ-discrepancy model to identify students with 




has developed to be a prominent approach to tackling skill deficits in all areas of academics and 
behavior to be delivered to all students (Kratochwill et al., 2007). 
 The role of the principal is critical to the success of intervention implementation (Johnson 
et al., 2009). While most research has focused on the implementation and effectiveness of 
interventions, especially at the elementary level, little research has focused on whether principals 
find interventions helpful for tackling academic challenges faced by some students (Fuchs, L. S. 
& Fuchs, D., 2006).  
The review of related literature is divided into five themes. The first theme explores the 
historical background that led to changes in education, including intervention and prevention.  
The second theme provides a description and beginning of school-based problem-solving 
and intervention processes, including challenges and evidence of success.  
The third theme looks at culturally responsive practices and components of intervention 
implementation.  
The fourth theme looks at characteristics of successful implementation of the intervention 
process, including systems change and support.  
The fifth theme looks at the principal’s leadership role when it comes to intervention 
implementation; what they do to ensure successful intervention implementation, as well as the 
barriers and challenges they face.  
Historical Overview 
In 1954, the United States Supreme Court declared that dividing black and white students 
into separate schools was unconstitutional (Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 
483, 1954). This historic decision to end segregation marked the rise of the Civil Rights 




passage laid the groundwork for the Equal Educational Opportunities Act (EEOA), originally the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. This piece of legislation was adopted after 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and signed into law 10 years later (https://www.history.com/this-
day-in-history/equal-educational-opportunities-act-1974-signed-into-law-nixon).  In 1968, the 
United States Department of Education (formerly known as the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare) delivered a statement declaring that school personnel were responsible 
for ensuring that everyone received an equal education, regardless of one’s ethnicity or 
nationality.   
In a Special Message to the Congress on Equal Educational Opportunities and School 
Busing in 1972, Nixon wrote: 
As we look to the future, it is clear that the efforts to provide equal educational 
opportunity must now focus much more specifically on education: on assuring that the 
opportunity is not only equal, but adequate, and that in those remaining cases in which 
desegregation has not yet been completed it be achieved with a greater sensitivity to 
educational needs (p. 1).   
Following the Brown v. Board of Education decision, numerous laws to protect students, 
including students with disabilities, were passed. In addition to the Civil Rights Act of 1965 and 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, a follow-up memorandum in 1970 
clarified school districts’ responsibilities, including identifying students who were less proficient 
in speaking the English language. Major changes came with the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which became law in 1975, then known 




With the reauthorization of IDEA, now the Individuals with Disabilities Improvement 
Act (IDEIA) of 2004, IQ-achievement discrepancies were no longer required for states to qualify 
students for a specific learning disability. Instead, the focus was on early intervention and 
prevention – called response to intervention (IDEIA 2004).  
Williams (2014) reports that these significant changes:  
Went relatively unnoticed, so in 2006 the federal government clarified the intentions of 
RTI in IDEIA 2006 through guidance documents and added a provision that allows 
schools to use up to 15% of their federal special education funding for early childhood 
interventions (p. 274).   
As an attempt to reduce the need for special education, there was a national movement to 
use school-based problem-solving and intervention processes (Printy & Williams, 2015; 
Williams, 2014).  
School-Based Problem-Solving and Intervention Processes 
  Not all children are successful with general education curricula and instruction (Riley-
Tillman & Burns, 2009).  In 1982, Kazdin’s single-case design (SCD) allowed for interventions 
to be designed explicitly for a specific student. As a result, a problem-solving model arose from 
the need to meet the needs of all children receiving general education instruction called Response 
to Intervention (RTI) (Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009).  
 Baker, Fien, and Baker (2010) reported that one major reason for providing students with 
interventions was to prevent academic failure. Interventions are considered a preventive measure 
and is achieved by solving students’ academic problems before they become serious. All students 




 As described by the National Association of State Directors of Special Education in 2005, 
“response to Intervention (RtI) is the practice of providing high-quality instruction and 
interventions matched to student need, monitoring progress frequently to make decisions about 
changes in instruction or goals and applying child response data to important educational 
decisions” (Elliott, & Morrison, 2008, p. 1).    
 Most structures of intervention processes have three to four tiers of support (Batsche et 
al., 2006; Fuchs. D. & Fuchs, L. S., 2006) but can vary. Of most prominence is the three-tiered 
Response to Intervention (RTI) model (Buffum et al., 2010; Hunley & McNamara, 2010; Tilly, 
2008). Williams (2014) describes the three tiers of intervention: “Tier 1 provides supports to 
students within core instruction; Tier 2 provides remediation of basic skills, often delivered 
through ability groupings; and Tier 3 provides intense remedial interventions to individual 
students or small groups of students” (p. 274).   
 King et al. (2012) describe RTI similarly, as instruction delivered at different levels or 
tiers: 
At Tier 1, all students receive high-quality, general education instruction. Progress is 
monitored and students who fail to respond are provided more intensive supplemental 
instruction (e.g. smaller group size, increased time) at Tier 2. Progress is again 
monitored, and nonresponsive students are either placed into even more intensive Tier 3 
interventions or are referred for a special education evaluation (p. 7).  
 A school-based problem-solving and intervention process model provides instructional 
support that is research based (Tilly, 2008). The RTI model, for example, is considered a 
collaborative approach. It uses and involves development of interventions, implementation, data 




 Burns et al. (2017) deduce:  
Although there are several variations of the RTI approach, they all have several 
components in common: (1) the use of increasingly intensive levels (tiers) of 
intervention, (2) a reliance on research-based instruction and interventions, (3) a 
problem-solving approach for matching interventions to student needs and making 
educational decisions, and (4) systematic data collection and monitoring to determine 
whether students are making sufficient progress (p. 7). 
 In addition to academic interventions, behavioral support for students is often needed to 
assist students in their journey with learning. Sugai, Horner, Algozzine, et al. (2010) describe 
this support as “a set of intervention practices and organizational systems for establishing the 
social culture and intensive individual behavior supports needed to achieve academic and social 
success for all students” (p. 4).  
 The multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) “framework consists of principles of 
response to intervention (RTI) and positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) and 
integrates a continuum of system-wide resources, strategies, structures, and evidence-based 
practices for addressing barriers to student learning and discipline (Utley & Obiakor, 2012, p. 1).   
 According to Greene (2018), every year, millions of students are suspended from school 
in the United States. Greene asserts that students presenting with behavioral challenges are the 
recipients of outdated methods of discipline, which include detention as well as in-school and 
out-of-school suspensions. Greene considers challenging behaviors to be a form of 
communication by the student that may not always be understood at first glance. As a result, we 




“unsolved problems” and reports research has shown many behaviors exhibited by students are 
due to what are called “lagging skills. Not lagging motivation” (p. 24).  
 Sugai, Horner, Fixsen, and Blasé (2010) report that “school leaders and the faculty, staff, 
and communities they serve have been encouraged to initiate and infuse tiered systems of 
support, such as response to intervention (RtI) in public schools” (Dulaney, 2013, p. 54). The 
term response to intervention or RtI is not mentioned specifically in either IDEIA or NCLB, 
however, they both seem to encourage using a model based on empirical research (Sugai, 
Horner, Fixsen & Blaisé, 2010). 
A significant amount of research on intervention implementation has been conducted at 
the elementary level (IES, 2009). Most research on the intervention processes has taken place at 
the elementary level mainly for the reason that early intervention is deemed important, and more 
schools implement interventions within the primary grades (IES, 2009; Sansosti et al., 2010; 
Shapiro, 2015).  When children start attending school, early and increased intervention at a 
young age may have a significant impact on reading acquisition (Baker et al., 2010; O’Connor, 
2000), attainment of math skills (Riccomini & Witzel, 2010), and development of social, 
emotional, and behavioral skills (Utley & Obiakor, 2012).  
In a study on a middle school’s journey to implementing school-based problem-solving 
and intervention processes, Dulaney’s (2013) research identified the following:  
First and foremost is that school leaders need to take time to build consensus that 
understanding is shared concerning the why and how of implementation in order to 
prepare their school for systemic improvement. Second, leaders must identify available 
resources, both human and capital, to build and sustain the RtI infrastructure, and they 




this infrastructure. Third, the school community, including parents, must participate in 
data-driven decision making. Decisions concerning student intervention curriculum as 
well as the time and place for interventions to take place must be based on collected 
assessment and anecdotal data, as well as recognition of students’ talents and needs. 
Finally, teachers must be prepared through ongoing professional development to use best 
practices and differentiate instruction so that the majority of students can progress within 
the general education classroom setting (p. 62).  
According to Dulaney (2013), the school administrators in the middle school discovered 
that school-based problem-solving and intervention processes “had to become part of the 
school’s vision and mission, not an administrative mandate” (p. 63).  
Historically, there has been little research investigating principals’ perceptions 
concerning implementation of academic interventions at the high school level (Sansosti et al., 
2010).  Administrators at the secondary level are becoming aware of the need for continued or 
new interventions to help students be successful in school and to graduate (King et al., 2012). 
Since most response to intervention research has focused on the elementary years, the need is 
apparent at the secondary level. Research results by Sansosti et al. (2010) indicated principals 
believed intervention implementation was important, but there was a perceived difference 
between determining interventions were important and developing successful plans for 
implementing interventions.  
 Despite increased interest in secondary school implementation of school-based problem-
solving and intervention processes, research in this area remains sparse (Sansosti et al., 2011). 




One superintendent stated, “…you have more resisters at the high school level than any of the 
other levels” (Dulaney, 2013, p. 39).   
Culturally Responsive Practices  
 Every student deserves to be provided with a school experience that responds to their 
cultural and life experiences. “All practice needs to be culturally responsive in order to be best 
practice. Young people, whether African American, European American, Latino/a, Asian 
Americans, or American Indians are, like all people, cultural beings” (Moje & Hinchman, 2004, 
p. 321).  
Moje and Hinchman (2014) categorize three separate “perspectives on what it means to 
engage in culturally responsive pedagogy: 
1. Culturally responsive pedagogy should use students’ experiences as a bridge to 
conventional content and literacy learning. 
2. Culturally responsive pedagogy should teach youth how to navigate cultural and 
discursive communities. 
3. Culturally responsive pedagogy should also draw from students’ experiences to 
challenge and reshape the academic-content knowledge and literacy practices of the 
curriculum.” (p. 323) 
Challenges 
 In Dulaney’s 2013 study at a middle school, it was reported that “Most teachers agreed 
with the RtI framework and thought they would like the evidence of a common assessment to 
know whether students were able to comprehend text. Interview participants noted that RtI made 




assistant principal indicated, “floating in a sea of ineligibility between general education and 
special education” (p. 63).  
Evidence of Success 
           Meyer and Behar-Horenstein (2015) report that intervention “implementation has 
increased following the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act (IDEIA; 2004)” (p. 383). Since the establishment of IDEIA, the goal has been 
for school staff to work collaboratively to ensure all “students’ educational needs are met 
through prevention and early intervention” (p. 383).  
 There is less research available regarding middle school and significantly less at the 
secondary level (Sansosti et al., 2010).  
The Leadership Role of the Principal 
Research shows that when it comes to implementing school-based problem-solving and 
intervention processes, leadership is essential (Shin & Walker, 2010). “The literature on effective 
schools consistently underscores the significance of school leadership, particularly the role of the 
principal, in improving the school environment” (Shinn & Walker, 2010, pp. 142-143).  
Parker, Fleischmann, Loughlin, and Ryan (Shinn & Walker, 2010) contend:  
Being an effective instructional leader requires a wide range of skills and personal 
characteristics. Principals orchestrating the three-tier reading model within schools need 
to be visionary leaders. They must have a vivid image of what their schools should look 
like and be able to identify the steps necessary to get there. They must also be able to 
communicate that vision to their staff and inspire others to join them in pursuing that 
vision. To do this, they must be able to convey both a clear description of the problems 




way, while highlighting and honoring the enormous effort already made by the staff (p. 
143).  
According to Levin and Fullan (2008), “strong leadership does not just emerge; it must 
be developed and cultivated” (p. 295). The most important contribution that a principal can make 
to their school falls under “the realm of instructional leadership” (Fink, 2018, p. 59). Stronge, 
Richard, and Catano (2008) summarized, “existing research related to instructional leadership 
and methods principals use to exhibit and harness that leadership to meet their school goals. In 
particular” (p. 4) they focused on: “sustaining a school vision, sharing leadership, leading a 
learning community, using data to make instructional decisions, and monitoring curriculum and 
instruction” (Stronge et al., 2008, p. 4).    
 Lambert (2005) declares the following in a Principal’s Role in High Leadership Capacity 
Schools, noting that the principal:  
Displays the following personal attributes and behaviors:  
• Learns continually, 
• Thinks strategically,  
• Is value- and vision-driven,  
• Continues and expands behaviors initiated in earlier phases.  
Participates with other members of the community to:  
• Share concerns and issues,  
• Share decisions,  
• Monitor and implement shared vision,  




• Monitor norms and take self-corrective action,  
• Think strategically,  
• Build a culture of interdependency, 
• Self-organize, 
• Diversify and blend roles, 
• Establish criteria for self-accountability,  
• Share authority and responsibility (dependent on expertise and interest rather than on 
role),  
• Plan for enculturation of new staff and successor.  
Uses his or her formal authority to: 
• Implement community decisions,  
• Mediate political pressures,  
• Work with less-than-competent staff,  
• Work with legal and reform challenges (p. 64). 
The Wallace Foundation provided what has become a popular guidebook for effective 
leadership. In How Leadership Influences Student Learning, Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and 
Wahlstrom (2004), define successful leaders in the following way:  
Like experts in most fields, successful leaders have mastered not only “the basics,” but 
also productive responses to the unique demands of the contexts in which they find 
themselves. In this sense, all successful leadership is “contingent” at its roots. Indeed, 
impressive evidence suggests that individual leaders actually behave quite differently 




whom they are working. This calls into question the common belief in habitual leadership 
“styles” and the search for a single best model or style. We need to be developing leaders 
with large repertoires of practices and the capacity to choose from that repertoire as 
needed, not leaders trained in the delivery of one “ideal” set of practices (Leithwood, et 
al, p. 10). 
McEwan (2003) highlights the main characteristics present in highly effective principals. 
In summary, the top ten traits are:  
• A communicator (is good at listening, empathizing, and connecting) 
• An educator (has depth of knowledge and motivates intellectual growth in others) 
• An envisioner (is focused on the vision of what the school can be)  
• A facilitator (is good at building strong relationships)  
• A change master (is flexible yet realistic, looks to the future, and can inspire 
change) 
• A culture builder (is good at communicating and modeling a strong, viable vision) 
• An activator (uses motivation and enthusiasm to encourage change) 
• A producer (builds intellectual development and academic achievement) 
• A character builder (has the values of trust, respect, and integrity) 
• A contributor (has a priority of contributing to the success of others) 
Systems Change and Support 
Principals report to superintendents, who are gatekeepers for systems change and reform 
in schools (Eller & Carlson, 2008). In their 2013 study, Dulaney et. al. sought to understand 




implementing interventions in their districts. Using a mixed methods study, superintendents were 
surveyed and, in addition to completing a survey, nine were interviewed. Results from the survey 
indicated that many of the superintendents continued to grapple with comprehending the 
language surrounding MTSS and felt it was mainly due to the absence of a plan developed at 
their state level (p. 37). Most stressed the importance of team collaboration within the schools 
and believed this process had helped move the emphasis to “learning for all students…” (p. 
40).  Overall, according to the writers (Dulaney et. Al., 2013), superintendents in the study 
perceive “their districts are moving forward with improving schools and increasing student 
achievement. However, most have yet to articulate a systematic plan to support this 
improvement” (p. 42).  
In Cedric Gray’s Expectations Between Superintendents and Principals (2016), Gray 
declares that he considers five factors when hiring a principal: leadership and management skills, 
loyalty, insulation, instructional leadership, and communication. Of most relevance to the current 
study is leadership and management skills, instructional leadership, and communication on the 
part of the principal, as well as advocacy of the superintendent when supporting a principal in 
their work. Gray asks, “Is the principal able to cast a vision, communicate that vision to the 
teachers, and effectively lead the staff toward achieving the vision? The ability to lead is a 
crucial asset for the principal” (p. 1). Gray reports, “instructional leadership in the form of vision 
and mission setting was the key” (p. 3). For a principal to move school reform in the best 
direction, the principal must be able to communicate goals, objectives, and new initiatives with 
aplomb.  
School-based, problem-solving and intervention processes such as Response to 




Communities (PLCs) are intricately intertwined in school reform today (Dulaney et al., 2013). 
How these processes work and what they look like when implemented is vital for everyone 
working with students to understand; including the administrators who make decisions about 
curriculum and teacher training.  
King, Lemons, and Hill (2012) envisage:  
Principals should make it clear that they expect teachers to (a) try new approaches,       
(b) base these approaches on research grounded principles, (c) make literacy a priority  
by incorporating strategy instruction into their classes and to make accommodations for 
students with limited literacy skill, (d) use data to evaluate the effectiveness of their 
attempts, and (e) use an iterative process to refine approaches until student success is 
demonstrated. Schools will likely experience successes and failures as they move forward 
with implementation of Secondary RTI; however, the potential for enhanced student 
outcomes make this a worthy endeavor (pp. 17-18). 
 Chapter II reviewed literature and provided a brief historical overview of educational 
change in the United States beginning in the 1950s, concentrating on various features of school-
based problem-solving and intervention processes. In addition, interventions at different school 
levels, culturally responsive practices, perceived challenges, and evidence of success are 
addressed, culminating in systems change and support and the leadership role of the principal, 
with a main focus on principal characteristics needed for effective implementation of 
intervention processes.  
 Chapter III provides a comprehensive description of the crucial aspects of the study, 
including purpose, research questions and design, instrumentation, study participants, 




Chapter III: Methodology 
 In 2004, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) initially 
described and allowed schools to use Response to Intervention (RTI) when addressing academic 
struggles of students. This process allowed for replacement of the IQ and academic achievement 
discrepancy with other means to help students be successful (Fuchs et al., 2003).  
 There is limited research linking effective principal leadership to successful 
implementation of school-based, problem-solving and intervention processes. Most research has 
been about specific interventions at the elementary level, and further research outside this realm 
is lacking.  
Since available research results indicate that outstanding leadership is needed for 
intervention implementation to be effective in the schools (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & 
Behar-Horenstein, 2015), discovering and reporting which principal leadership skills are needed 
during this process was explored.  Additional research is required regarding the leadership 
qualities needed for adequately and successfully implementing school-based, problem-solving 
and intervention processes (Maier et al., 2016).  
The purpose of this study was to conduct an evaluation of select Minnesota principal’s 
perceptions regarding the efficacy and effectiveness of school-based, problem-solving and 
intervention processes within their schools, including what leadership skills they feel are needed 
in order to achieve success using this process. The purpose of this research was to better 
understand specific principal leadership qualities present when school interventions are 
considered successful; specifically, leadership characteristics present and leadership involvement 
in the intervention process (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 2015). The 




more successful with effective leadership. Overall, this study gathered information regarding 
principals’ experiences with school-based, problem-solving and intervention processes, including 
strategies they have used to help with intervention implementation in their buildings, problems 
they have encountered along the way, and the leadership skills needed in order for interventions 
to be successful.   
The focus of this mixed methods study was to identify leadership skills present when 
successful implementation of intervention occurs. In Chapters I and II, an overview of the 
historical perspectives of school-based, problem-solving and intervention processes and a review 
of literature was provided.  
Research Questions 
Since research results indicate outstanding leadership is needed for interventions to be 
effective in the schools (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 2015), learning 
about and recognizing which principal leadership skills are needed during this process was 
explored. 
1. What knowledge and level of understanding do select Minnesota principals report 
having regarding school-based problem-solving and intervention processes, such as 
the four essential components of RTI (screening, progress monitoring, multi-level or 
multi-tier prevention system, and data-based decision making)?  
2. What leadership attributes do select Minnesota principals perceive and report being 





3. What strategies do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes are implemented successfully in their 
building?  
4. What approaches do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure a cultural 
component is included in the intervention process?   
5. What methods do select Minnesota principals report they use and what steps do they 
take to evaluate school-based problem-solving and intervention processes?  
Research Design 
 To decide which method to utilize in this study, the researcher determined the number of 
principals from the identified schools willing to participate in the study (convenience sample). 
After receiving verbal or email consent from district superintendents or directors of instruction, 
the researcher chose a convergent mixed method approach in the form of an initial stakeholder 
survey and a more in-depth follow-up interview for those interested.   
 Based on the research questions, a combined-method or mixed-method research study 
was determined to be the most valuable design for obtaining a more thorough understanding of 
principals’ perspectives of essential leadership qualities needed to successfully implement 
school-based, problem-solving and intervention processes in their schools.  
 The initial survey was consistent with a quantitative method of collecting data. 
Quantitative research or data “is numerical or seeks to quantitatively represent social 
phenomena” (Bergin, 2018, p. 240). 
The compilation of data from the follow-up interviews was consistent with qualitative 
methods. “Qualitative research is often a process of collecting data, identifying themes and 





 Due to the lack of a known existing tool to measure the presence of effective principal 
attributes needed to successfully implement school-based, problem-solving, and intervention 
processes, the survey was developed by the researcher. The research questions assisted with 
survey development to obtain information regarding the participants’ knowledge base, 
experiences, opinions, and feelings through questions, statements, and direct quotes. The survey 
instrument was created and refined using the four interview phases referred to by Castillo-
Montoya (2016):   
Phase 1: Ensuring interview questions align with research questions,  
Phase 2: Constructing an inquiry-based conversation,  
Phase 3: Receiving feedback on interview protocols,  
Phase 4: Piloting the interview protocol (p. 812).  
A research question and interview question matrix (Appendix A) was developed to 
ensure that interview questions aligned with the research questions. Castillo-Montoya (2016) 
describes this as “an inquiry-based conversation.” According to Castillo-Montoya, “a 
researcher’s interview protocol is an instrument of inquiry…as well as an instrument for 
conversation about a particular topic” (p. 813). To enhance the reliability of the interview 
protocol, feedback was sought from doctoral students in the EDAD program at St. Cloud State 
University, fulfilling the objectives of phases three and four.   
The survey instrument consisted of six sections. Section one collected information 
regarding participant demographics. Demographic information was limited to those principals 
from select Minnesota school districts that agreed to participate in the study. The core questions 




The survey began with seven optional demographic questions: (1) What level is your 
school? (1a) What specific grades are included in your school? (2) How long have you been in 
the field of education? (3) How long have you been a principal in your current school? (4) Have 
you been a principal elsewhere? (4a) How long were you a principal elsewhere? (5) Is there a 
specific team set up to look at data and design interventions at your school? (5a) What is that 
team called? (6) With which gender do you identify yourself? (7) With which ethnicity do you 
identify yourself?  
The core questions on the survey included twenty-seven, mostly Likert-type, questions 
and allowed participants to choose from five options. The Likert scale choices were as follows: 
(1) Strongly disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Agree, (4) Strongly agree, or (5) Prefer not to answer. 
There were a few yes/no questions as well as several “check all that apply” answers when asking 
what sources or systems are used at their school.  
  The interview protocol consisted of an additional eleven questions and focused on 
answering research questions number two and four, related to leadership skills and if any cultural 
components to the intervention process were used in their schools.  
Barriers encountered by school principals during the intervention implementation process 
were identified.  
Study Participants 
 Participants of the study were select Minnesota school principals at the pre-school, 
elementary, secondary, and transition levels who were identified as implementing interventions 
in their schools, and who agreed to be part of the study. Data was collected from 23 study 
participants and consisted of 3 principals at the pre-school and Kindergarten level, 6 principals at 




level.  All principals work in a ring outside the urban and suburban setting but are not considered 
rural.  
 Selection of the participants began by contacting individuals who are considered experts 
in the field of problem-solving, intervention processes, and principal leadership, asking which 
select Minnesota public school districts were implementing interventions in a highly effective 
manner. This method of selection was considered a sample of convenience.  
Human Subject Approval–Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
 The researcher’s doctoral committee granted approval of the preliminary study design on 
June 9, 2020.  Prior to collecting data for the study, the researcher completed the required 
training involving human subjects through St. Cloud State University using CITI Training 
Solution on June 25, 2020. 
 As expected from the St. Cloud State University Institutional Review Board (IRB), the 
researcher submitted a request for approval of the proposed study and instrumentation to be used. 
The study design was sent electronically to the IRB on July 7, 2020 and the researcher received 
final approval from the IRB on August 27, 2020.  The IRB approval document is included as 
Appendix G.  
 Superintendents and directors of learning in select Minnesota school districts were 
contacted. Potential participant districts of this research project were provided with an informed 
consent form prior to participating in the study for their review and consideration (Appendix B). 
Prospective participants were informed that partaking in the survey was voluntary and that 
withdrawal from the study could occur at any time during the process with no ill effects, that 
they would not be asked to provide identifiable information, and that results would be 





 Data and information collected for this study are confidential and were retained in a 
locked and secure location throughout the duration of the study. If a participant wished to opt 
out, the researcher would properly dispose of data collected from that participant and a 
confirmation email would be sent to the subject acknowledging such. This did not happen. All 
survey results and transcriptions of recorded interviews were stored on a password-protected 
laptop and flash drive. The secure laptop and flash drive were only in the possession of the 
researcher and no one else. When not in use, the laptop was stored in a locked cabinet inside the 
locked residence of the researcher. Printed documentation was shared with the IRB, the SCSU 
Statistical Center, and with Dissertation Chair, Dr. Johnson. Upon conferment of degree, all 
documentation and data collected and stored will be deleted and destroyed.  
Data Collection Procedures 
 Data were collected using a mixed methods approach in the form of an initial stakeholder 
survey and a more in-depth follow-up interview for those interested participants. Mixed-methods 
research is “research that employs both quantitative and qualitative methods” (Bergin, 2018, p. 
239).  
Participant Consent 
 After selection of potential participants, the researcher obtained consent from 
participants, sent a survey link (Qualtrics) via email to participants, scheduled an interview date, 
time, and method for an interview, and conducted a follow-up to survey interview for those who 




 The benefits of procuring information using an online survey included an efficient and 
streamlined timeframe, lowered expense, increased accuracy of data collected, and improved 
response rates of participants (Ward et al., 2014, p. 85).  
 Several emails were sent to potential participants regarding the study survey. The initial 
email was sent as an introduction letter (Appendix B) from the researcher with an explanation of 
the study. A second email included a link to the electronic survey and provided researcher 
contact information if participants had questions or wanted to receive a paper version of the 
survey. A follow-up email was sent several weeks later to be forwarded to respondents who had 
not yet completed the survey and solicited those who were willing to volunteer for a follow-up 
interview. Each email contained the following information in varying forms: 
• Professional sender information 
• Informative subject 
• Appeal for help 
• Selection criteria 
• Importance of the respondent 
• Usefulness of the survey 
• Access to the survey 
• Confidential and voluntary  
• Contact information 
• Thank you 
 A total of five (22%) of the 23 survey respondents agreed to participate in a follow-up 
interview and contacted the researcher via email or phone. Follow-up interviews were scheduled 




invitation in an email to each respondent along with an Informed Consent Form (Appendix E) 
and a copy of the interview questions (Appendix D).  All five Informed Consent Forms were 
signed and returned via email to the researcher, providing consent to record the interviews.  
At the pre-set time, interviews were recorded through Zoom as well as transcribed via 
Otter. At the beginning of the interview, participants were reminded that the purpose of 
recording the interview was only for the accuracy of transcription and to allow the researcher to 
be free from taking notes.  
Timelines 
 Initial emails to select Minnesota districts were sent out in the month of August 2020.  
After permission to participate was given, select principals from Minnesota schools were sent 
surveys via email with a link to a Qualtrics survey during the months of September and October 
2020. Participants were asked to complete all survey questions. After time had been allowed for 
survey completion, a follow-up email was sent to encourage participation in or completion of the 
survey as well as urging participants to contact the researcher to schedule a follow-up interview 
within the next 4 weeks after survey completion. Five participants contacted the researcher with 
an interest in partaking in the follow-up interview. Principal interviews were completed during 
the month of November 2020.   
Survey and Interview Overview 
 A Qualtrics online survey tool (Appendix C) and a follow-up interview (Appendix D) 
were the two instruments used for this study. The instruments were developed by the researcher 
and focused on the research questions for this study.  
 Follow-up interviews were conducted with five study participants who completed a 




30 minutes. Directly after contact and greetings, the researcher reminded the participant about 
recording via Zoom and Otter and asked if they were still in agreement with being recorded. The 
Zoom meeting was set up to record immediately at the start of the interview.   
The consent form, which detailed confidentiality measures that would be in place, the 
opt-out choice, and right to refusal to answer specific questions, were sent to the participant for 
signature and reviewed. The subject was also provided a copy of the interview questions directly 
prior to the interview. The researcher solicited responses to the interview questions in the order 
presented on the interview form. It is noted that question number four of the interview was 
skipped by the researcher during the interview with Charles. At the conclusion of each interview, 
the researcher presented the researcher’s contact information and explained next steps in the 
process.  
Confidentiality was assured during the survey and interview processes.  
In an interpretive tradition, where information is contextualized, the researcher’s thinking 
is informed by knowing the participants. Still, there is a need to protect them from 
potentially harmful consequences arising from their participation in a study. 
Conventional wisdom recommends the use of pseudonyms when referring to individual 
participants (Piantanida & Garman, 2009, p. 102).  
Therefore, the following pseudonyms are used for the five principal interviewees: Allen, 
Benjamin, Charlie, Douglas, and Eileen.  
Pilot Testing 
 Pilot testing of the survey tool was completed with the researcher’s colleagues who are 
participating in the St. Cloud State Educational and Leadership doctoral program in Cohort 10 




within their school districts. Based on feedback received, adjustments were made to make 
questions as clear as possible, as well as the time it would take to complete the survey and 
participate in the interview to a comfortable threshold for all participants. 
Compensation for Participants 
 Participants in the study did not receive gift or monetary compensation. Each participant, 
however, if so desired, will receive an online copy of the completed dissertation upon 
completion.  
Treatment of Data 
Data was collected via an online survey (Qualtrics) and through a recorded interview. 
Interviews were recorded using Zoom and the transcription program Otter. Otter was considered 
the backup device used to protect against loss of data. The primary purpose of capturing data 
electronically was to avoid notetaking by the researcher and for accuracy of information 
obtained.  
After the survey window closed, the St. Cloud State University (SCSU) Statistical 
Research and Consulting Center, downloaded the participants’ responses from Qualtrics and 
transferred them to the Statistical Program for Social Sciences (SPSS). Analysis of the data was 
completed at the St. Cloud State University Statistical Research and Consulting Center and sent 
to the researcher via email per request of specific data. 
Summary 
Chapter III discussed the methodology used in the study, including the purpose of the 
study, research questions and design, instrumentation, study participants, procedures, timelines, 
and limitations.  Chapter IV presents the quantitative and qualitative findings for each of the five 




Chapter IV: Results 
While there is little research focused on leadership qualities related to the implementation 
of academic interventions with struggling students, most findings have established that the role 
of the principal is important in obtaining a successful outcome (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012). The 
role of the principal is seen as a key factor by researchers in accomplishing change needed to 
ensure high-quality instruction is provided to all students (Ibid).  
As leadership is related to change, Fullan (2011) states that, “leaders, therefore, have to 
be aware that their job is to help people get through the dip” (p. 72). Research over the past 
several decades has reinforced the importance of having strong leadership and support in the 
schools for systems change to occur and for successful implementation of school-based problem-
solving and intervention processes (Lau et al., 2006; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 2015; 
Santangelo, 2009).  
Study Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to better understand specific principal leadership qualities 
present when school-based problem-solving and intervention processes are considered 
successful; specifically, leadership characteristics present and leadership involvement in the 
intervention process (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 2015).  
In addition, the purpose was to ascertain if school-based problem-solving intervention 
processes are more successful with effective leadership. This study gathered information 
regarding principals’ experiences with the intervention process, including strategies they have 
used to help with intervention implementation in their buildings, problems they have 
encountered along the way, and the leadership skills needed in order for school-based problem-





 The researcher determined the number of principals from the identified school districts 
willing to participate in the study. A convenience sample technique was used for selection of 
participants. As defined by Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), a sample of convenience is “a group . . . 
selected simply because they are available and easy to access” (p. 621). After receiving verbal or 
email consent from district superintendents or directors of instruction, the researcher chose a 
convergent mixed-methods approach in the form of an initial stakeholder survey and a more in-
depth follow-up interview for those interested. Bergin (2018) explains, mixed-methods research 
is “research that employs both quantitative and qualitative methods” (p. 239).  
 The initial survey was consistent with a quantitative method of collecting data. 
Quantitative research or data “is numerical or seeks to quantitatively represent social 
phenomena” (Bergin, 2018, p. 240). The survey questions included both open and closed types 
of questions to secure participant responses (Gall et al., 2003). Gall et al. (2003) defined an open 
type as “a question that permits research participants to make any response they wish” (p. 631) 
and a closed type as “a question that permits a response only from among prespecified response 
options” (p. 620). 
The voluntary follow-up interview was considered a standardized, open-ended interview 
method; an approach where the main goal is to seek meaning from the person being interviewed. 
The compilation of data from the follow-up interviews was consistent with qualitative methods. 
“Qualitative research is often a process of collecting data, identifying themes and patterns, and 
then exploring relationships among those themes” (Bergin, 2018, p. 130).  Gall et al. (2003) 
assert “questionnaires and interviews are used extensively in educational research to collect data 




and the like” (p. 222). The following are characteristics of a standard open-ended interview 
(Patton, 2002): 
• The exact wording and sequence of questions are determined in advance. 
• All interviewees are asked the same basic questions in the same order. 
• Questions are worded in a completely open format (p. 349). 
 A standardized and open-ended interview allows the researcher to simplify the analysis of 
the data by making sure all responses can be compared (Patton, 2002). Occasionally, probes 
were used during the interview process. Probes are comments or follow-up questions after a 
standard open-ended question has already been asked. The purpose of a probe is to gain a better 
understanding of what the person being interviewed answered or used if further information 
could be gained (Merriam, 2009). 
Research Questions 
This chapter reports the findings of the study. The research questions were developed to 
examine the perceptions of select Minnesota principals about leadership qualities needed for 
successful school-based problem-solving and intervention processes in their schools.  
Since research results indicate that outstanding leadership is needed for interventions to 
be effective in the schools (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 2015), learning 
about and recognizing which principal leadership skills are needed during this process was 
explored. 
1. What knowledge and level of understanding do select Minnesota principals report 




the four essential components of RTI (screening, progress monitoring, multi-level or 
multi-tier prevention system, and data-based decision making)?  
2. What leadership attributes do select Minnesota principals perceive and report being 
important to the implementation of school-based problem-solving and intervention 
processes?  
3. What strategies do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes are implemented successfully in their 
building?  
4. What approaches do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure a cultural 
component is included in the intervention process?   
5. What methods do select Minnesota principals report they use and what steps do they 
take to evaluate school-based problem-solving and intervention processes?  
Descriptive statistics, according to Slavin (2007) “are simply convenient ways of 
summarizing characteristics of data in a form everyone can understand and use” (p. 241). In this 
study, data was analyzed in response to each research question. Analysis of data was completed 
at the St. Cloud State University Office of Statistical Analysis using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSS). Using the SPSS, Cronbach’s Alpha was computed to be .916 for the 
total scale. An alpha above .9 indicates the sample has high internal consistency and reliability. 
Description of the Sample 
 The sample group for this study was twenty-three principals from four select Minnesota 
public school districts. This group was contacted via email to complete an online survey and 
invited to participate in a follow-up interview several weeks later. The researcher initially 




noted for implementing school-based problem-solving and intervention processes. One school 
district declined to have principals participate in the study.  
 The online survey for the study was available through a secure internet link sent in an 
email to principals by the researcher. The survey consisted of four sections (Appendix C). The 
first section collected demographic information about the respondents, including school level and 
grades represented at their school, how long the respondent had been in the field of education 
and how long they had been a principal, gender identification and ethnicity, and if they had a 
specific team at their school to look at and design interventions. Sections two through four 
gathered data specific to research questions one, three, four, and five.  
The follow-up interview collected information to answer research question two and was 
focused on leadership qualities.  In addition, input was gathered during the interview to answer 
research question four.  
 The responses of the twenty-three Minnesota public school principals who volunteered to 
participate in the survey were considered valid.  
Demographics 
Table 1 
Reported School Level of Respondents (n = 23) 
Grade Level Frequency Percent 
Pre-Kindergarten & Kindergarten 3 13.0 
Elementary 6 26.0 
Middle School 7 30.5 
High School & Alternative Learning 7 30.5 





Respondents’ reported school level ranged from pre-kindergarten to High School and 
Alternative Learning. As noted in Table 1, three respondents reported they work in Early 
Childhood and Kindergarten, for a total of 13% of respondents. Six respondents work at the 
elementary level (26%), seven at the middle school level (30.4%), and seven at the high school 
level and in the Alternative Learning setting (30.4%). All school levels were represented in the 
results.  
 Tables 2 and 3 illustrate principals’ reported experience in the field of education and time 
spent as a principal, either at their current school or elsewhere.   
Table 2 
Years of Experience in the Field, as Principal in Current School and Elsewhere   
Survey Items 2, 3, 4 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean 
How long have you been in the field of education? 23 10 35 22.17 
How long have you been a principal in your current 
school?  
21 1 18 6.21 
How long have you been a principal elsewhere? 11 2 24 6.55 
 
 Respondents identified working in the field of education for a minimum of 10 years to a 
maximum of 35 years, with the mean being 22.17 years. Twenty-one principals answered the 
question asking them the number of years they have served as principal in their current school. 
The range was a minimum of 1 year to a maximum of 18 years, with the mean being 6.21 years. 
Of those revealing they had been a principal elsewhere (n = 11; 47.8%), respondents 
acknowledged they had served elsewhere as a principal between 2 and 24 years, with a mean of 





Reported Number of Years being a Principal Elsewhere (n = 11) 
Years Frequency Percent 
 
2–5  6 26.1 
6–8  4 17.4 
24 1 4.3 
Total 11 47.8 
  
Of the 11 principals who reported having served as a principal elsewhere, most (n = 10) 
had served between 2 and 8 years somewhere else. One respondent reported having served as a 
principal elsewhere for 24 years.  
 Outcomes of the query if there is a specific team set up to look at data and design 
interventions at the principals’ school is represented in Table 4.   
Table 4 
Response to If There is a Specific Team Set Up at Respondents’ School (n = 23) 
Answer Frequency Percent 
Yes 20 87.0 
No 3 13.0 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Eighty-seven percent (n = 20) of respondents reported having a specific team set up to 
look at data and design interventions in their school. Thirteen percent (n = 3) reported they did 
not have a specific team set up in their school to look at data and design interventions.  
For those who answered having a specific team set up to look at data and design 




Building Instructional Leadership Team (BILT), Child Study Team (CST), Early 
Intervention Team (EIT), MTSS Team, Problem Solving Team (PST), PBIS, Site 
Leadership Team, Proactive Interventions for Kids (PIK), Response & Student Services 
Team, Student Assistance Team (SAT), and Student Success Team (SST). One 
respondent stated they had no name for their team, and it comprised their entire staff of 
five.  
In the next question of the survey, respondents were asked with which gender they 
identified.   
 Of the 23 respondents, 17 (73.9%) identified themselves as male and six (26.1%) 
identified as female.  None of the respondents chose the third option of “Other.”  
The next question asked with which ethnicities respondents identified. Principal 
participants were asked to check all that applied.    
Out of six choices to identify ethnicity (Hispanic, Black/African American, Latino, 
White/European descent, Native American, Asian), 100% of the respondents identified 
themselves as being of White/European descent. No one selected more than one option.  
Research Question One 
What knowledge and level of understanding do select Minnesota principals report having 
regarding the intervention process and the four essential components of RTI (screening, 
progress monitoring, multi-level or multi-tier prevention system, and data-based decision 
making)?  
 The researcher analyzed responses to statements one through five on the survey to 




 Quantitative data were collected from the study survey by asking respondents to provide 
their agreement with multiple statements. Respondents were able to express their level of 
agreement with each statement by choosing one of the following responses: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree, or Prefer Not to Answer. Responses to statements one through 
five are provided in Table 5.    
 After collecting demographic information of respondents, the first five items on the 
survey asked about their understanding, knowledge, or training regarding school-based problem-
solving and intervention processes.  
Table 5 
Survey Items 8–12 (n = 23) 
Statement SA-A D-SD Mean 
8. The intervention process is a general education initiative. 95.7% 4.3% 3.70 
 
9. I have had training on or know how to implement the intervention 
process. 
 
100% 0 3.39 
10. I believe a solid and effective core academic curriculum is a key 
component of any intervention process. 
 
100% 0 3.87 
11. The main goal of an intervention process is to determine academic 
learning gaps experienced by students and to teach them what they 
need to learn in order to be successful. 
 
95.7% 4.3% 3.70 
12. Academic interventions are necessary before making a referral for 
a special education evaluation. 
 
100% 0 3.78 
Note: SA-A (Strongly Agree-Agree), D-SD (Disagree-Strongly Disagree), Mean (out of 4.0) 
 One respondent (4.3%) Disagreed with the statement; the intervention process is a 
general education initiative. Of the remaining 22 respondents, 17 (73.9%) Strongly Agreed and 5 




 All 23 participants either Agreed (60.9%) or Strongly Agreed (39.1%) they had training 
on or knew how to implement the intervention process. No one Disagreed (0%) or Strongly 
Disagreed (0%) with this statement.  
 All respondents (n = 23) either Agreed (13%) or Strongly Agreed (87%) that a solid and 
effective core academic curriculum is a key component of any intervention process.  No one 
Disagreed (0%) or Strongly Disagreed (0%) with this statement.   
 One respondent Disagreed (4.3%) that the main goal of an intervention process is to 
determine academic learning gaps experienced by students and to teach them what they need to 
learn to be successful. No one Strongly Disagreed (0%) with this statement. Ninety-five percent 
of the respondents (n = 22) Agreed or Strongly Agreed with this statement.   
 All respondents (n = 23) either Agreed (21.7%) or Strongly Agreed (78.3%) that 
academic interventions are necessary before making a referral for a special education evaluation. 
No one Disagreed (0%) or Strongly Disagreed (0%) with this statement.  
Research Question Two 
What leadership attributes do select Minnesota principals perceive and report being 
important to the implementation of school-based problem-solving and intervention processes?  
In addressing research question two the researcher analyzed open-ended follow-up 
interview questions one through six and eight through eleven to identify what leadership 
attributes select Minnesota principals perceive and report being important to implementation of 
school-based problem-solving and intervention processes. Question seven of the interview is 




Five (21.7%) of the 23 principals who completed the survey participated in a scheduled 
interview to provide a more in-depth look at leadership skills. During the interview, participants 
were asked to answer 12 open-ended questions that were asked by the researcher.  
Tables 6–15 illustrate the themes discovered and a summary of each theme. In addition, 
in keeping with the confidentiality of respondents, the following pseudonyms were used for the 
five principals participating in the follow-up interview: Allen, Benjamin, Charles, Douglas, and 
Eileen.  The following themes were noted from the follow-up interview.  
What leadership qualities do you feel are important when implementing a problem 
solving or intervention process?   
Table 6 
Themes Related to Leadership Qualities Principals Feel are Important When Implementing a 
Problem Solving or Intervention Process  
 
Theme Summary 
Knowledgeable Having background knowledge of the intervention process 
or having a sound understanding of the intervention 
process.  
 
Vision/big picture Vision of what is important, so staff buy into the process, 
work to see what is best for students, see what resources 
are available to you in your building.  
 
Team approach; bringing people 
together; Delegation of responsibilities 
Bringing in people with different backgrounds and 
knowledge to work together as a team; Delegation of 
responsibilities based on knowledge and staff passion for 
the process.    
 
Communication Having good communication with staff and parents.  
 
Evaluation of the process Determining if the process is working for your school.  
 
 
McEwan (2003) describes one characteristic present in highly effective principals, as 




others. Supported by Lambert (2005) and McEwan (2003), principals’ personal attributes include 
being value- or vision-driven; an envisioner or one who is focused on the vision of what the 
school can be.  
Charles and Douglas referred to being knowledgeable: having background knowledge of 
the intervention process or having a sound understanding of the intervention process as well as a 
vision of what is important, so staff buy into the process.  Charles reported, “I think if 
knowledgeable is a leadership quality, that would probably be the first one.” Douglas indicated 
being knowledgeable includes “having a sound understanding of [the intervention process]… 
because [leaders] are going to get a lot of questions.”  
Allen and Benjamin spoke about having the ability to bring people together or take a 
team approach. Allen disclosed, “I believe the most important leadership qualities are the ability 
to bring people together to achieve consensus with different groups. I think that vision is 
important, too.” Eileen addressed being able to see the big picture as well as working to see what 
is best for students.   
How do you describe your leadership style during the problem solving or intervention 
process?  
 Being an active participant, highly organized, a facilitator or gatekeeper, working in 
collaboration with others as well as delegating responsibilities while also fostering and helping 
create strong leaders within the team, were leadership styles principals described using during 
the problem solving or intervention process in their buildings. One principal expressed 










Highly organized Many parts and pieces that need to be done well and 
communicated during the intervention processes. 
Group based – facilitation, collaboration, 
acts as a contributing member 
 
Getting teachers/staff involved, working with many 
departments within the school.  
Listening, understanding, supporting staff Following up with teachers, available for support.  
 
Delegating responsibilities while also 
fostering and helping create strong leaders 
within the team 
Sharing responsibility with team members since so many 
parts need to be accomplished, putting a structure into 
place for staff to follow, helping build strong teams.  
 
Actively involved Being actively involved with implementing interventions, 
participating in training along with staff, a team member, 




 Allen stated, “I would say…you've got to be highly organized. There are a lot of pieces to 
the intervention process that [must] be done well and in place and there are a lot of 
communication pieces.”  
 Most respondents reported being actively involved in a variety of aspects of the 
intervention process.  Benjamin shared, “I look at myself…as a facilitator… I'll be one, also, that 
will do interventions with kids, especially the behavioral part” as well as following up with 
teachers and just being there if anyone needs help.  Charles stated, “I would say, at least in the 
beginning stages, it's very hands on.” Charles further elaborated he spent a lot of time attending 
the trainings along with his staff to make sure he understands and knows the process and to 




  Douglas expressed, “I would say my leadership style…is active” and added he is “a 
contributing member” of the team; ensuring there is an agenda, and the team is covering 
everything. Allen emphasized delegation of responsibilities being important, since it is a huge 
undertaking, and added “what needs to be accomplished… no one [person] or two people are 
going to do it. You really need a strong team around you, and if you can foster that, that's my 
goal.” 
 Taking a different approach Eileen shared, “I've tried to step back a little bit and let 
[staff] come to me.” Eileen indicated that others report to her about completing “progress 
monitoring for six weeks…I’m more of the gatekeeper” and she trusts the reading specialist’s 
and the special education teacher’s opinions. After they have talked to each other and the 
classroom teacher, they come to her, and at that point, she said, “I feel very comfortable with 
saying… I think you've done everything that you can do.” 
 How was the problem solving or intervention process introduced or established in your 
school? 
 Several principals recounted being on the “ground level” when the problem solving, or 
intervention process was introduced or established at their school. A few worked with an outside 
trainer to get the process set up and they continue to work with this agency. One principal was 










In process since inception Being there on the “ground level” when planning the 
intervention or problem-solving process started.  
 
District provided outside agency training and 
support 
“High level” training from programs outside the 
district.  
 
Previous process handed down Developed previously by a team in a cooperative, 
changes made as needed.  
 
 
 Allen stated, “I was fortunate enough to be on the ground level when we really built this 
team.” He shared the team spent a year taking an “assessment of what needed to happen, what 
programs we had…what deficiencies or gaps we had for kids in terms of meeting their needs, 
academically, socially, behaviorally.” They formed a team and received outside training.  
 Charles, Allen, and Douglas described receiving training from outside the district. Allen 
shared, “We were fortunate enough to have training from somebody who had implemented 
[intervention] programs at a very high level.” According to Charles, his district received training 
and “a ton of support” and Douglas shared, “We were very fortunate to partner with [an outside 
agency and] work with them.”  
 Benjamin shared, “here’s the official book” that was created around 6 years prior, 
providing “an overview of the problem-solving team, resources, interview forms, observation 
forms, and then some interventions.” Ben stated that since he has been principal, the team added 
the following steps: requesting teachers meet with their grade-level teams and share with their 




 Charles revealed his district switched to an intervention curriculum that provides “fluidity 
of [being able to] graduate out.” He reported students are moved through specific steps, quickly 
and with fidelity, to provide help for more students. 
 Eileen shared a process was started in her current school around 20 years prior and since 
then it has “evolved.” Previously, there was a “step-by-step process that seemed to be more 
jumping through hoops than it was really helpful for kids, so we’ve tried to take what's working 
and keep that going.” 
How do you communicate, or share problem solving and intervention information in your 
building? 
Principals shared several methods regarding how problem solving, and intervention 
information was communicated or shared in their buildings. One method was presenting 
information to staff at the beginning of the year. Another was sharing data collection program 
results often with staff.  
Table 9 
Reported Process to Communicate or Share Problem Solving and Intervention Processes 
Information in Their Buildings 
 
Theme Summary 
When information is presented to staff Information presented at the beginning of the year during 
workshop week. 
 
How information is shared with staff Shared data and forms with staff.  
 
Communication and training Outside agency training and specific process followed. 
Area for growth  Does not currently communicate what the Problem-Solving 






 “At the beginning of every year we present to the staff to let them know what our process 
looks like, what our team does…we give them the tools to refer students,” Allen shared. 
Benjamin reported, “Our reading specialist [oversees data collection] and she will monitor 
progress weekly with the students. Then… she'll bring all that data to the PLC and she'll meet 
with each teacher about each kid in those meetings.” Next, data is shared with teachers. 
“Paraprofessionals do [math] interventions and will share those results with the classroom 
teachers.” Ben stated, “teachers know if they have a student who's struggling that they come talk 
to either myself or the Dean of Students.”  
 After having staff well trained and delivering interventions with fidelity, “it's not so much 
hands on…[and then it] shifts to, how can we improve,” reported Charles. He added, working 
with schedules, looking at data, and them “making sure that we're not just comfortable doing 
what we've always done. What are the latest updates and what can we do to improve ourselves?” 
He continued, “it's changed a little bit now that we're moving to distance learning.” He further 
shared the focus now is to put “together a master schedule so that our interventionists can be 
‘live’ with our students, where last spring that was pretty difficult to do.” More students have 
been provided with devices and “have an opportunity to be working [in] small groups” through 
live instruction. 
 Douglas proclaimed, “that is probably something that as the building leader I need to do a 
better job.” He stressed the Problem-Solving Team at his school has a “great process” that is 
“very outcome focused.” In addition, he shared, “we want to make sure that we leave that 
meeting with some type of research-based intervention in place” or have looked at data to decide 




 “Every year [the process to communicate information has] changed slightly, depending 
on staff” and distance learning needs, according to Eileen.  “Normally we come up with our 
plans in August of what we think it's going to look like.” Changes are shared “at a staff meeting 
before school starts during teacher workshop week.” Since she has delegated most 
responsibilities to others, she shared “the communication really comes from the reading 
specialist at that point or the Title I teacher about problem solving, different interventions.”   
What role do you play with managing the intervention process? 
The role principals described playing with managing the intervention process varied and 
ranged from “a pretty silent role” to attending every meeting and being the facilitator. Several 
principals stated others facilitate the meetings (i.e., Dean of Students, counselors). Douglas 
acknowledged doing “a lot of listening” during the team meetings and when he has questions he 
stated, “I always phrase it as I have a wondering” in order to be respectful to the work that the 
team members are doing.  
Table 10 
Principals’ Reported Role with Managing the Intervention Process 
Theme Summary 
Highly involved Attending every meeting, helping determine interventions, if 
interventions are successful or if a special education referral is 
necessary. Making sure that the process is being completed 
with fidelity. Talking with teachers who approach them about a 
struggling student.  
 
Connector/Facilitator Being a contact person, working with the master schedule.  
 
Asks questions Is this the best intervention for this situation: What can we do 
to improve?  
 







 Allen said, he is more of a facilitator and stated, “I try to attend every single meeting.” He 
further stated he may offer intervention suggestions at team meetings, but his main goal is 
“making sure… that we're coming up with the best offerings we have available for each child,” 
and using the “best research-based interventions.” 
 Benjamin reported, “…if a teacher has a student that they're worried about …[they come 
to me] or the Dean of Students.” He also includes the reading specialist, because she is familiar 
with all students. After teachers are given feedback from the team, “the teacher will usually bring 
that student to his or her PLC.” 
 Charles said, “[Things shift] to, how can we improve?” including adjusting schedules “to 
make sure all of the students are receiving interventions” who need them, looking at the data to 
ensure students in the process are making progress, and adjusting if they are not.  
 Douglas said he is “an active contributing member” of a self-sufficient team. He prefers 
to listen and ask questions or “wonderings” during the meetings. He further stated, “we have 
such a wide perspective on that team, we bring some unique ideas and creative interventions” to 
the group.  
 Eileen shared that her role is “a pretty silent role, at this point. I help with the planning 
and setting things up.”  
What steps do you take to evaluate the intervention process in your building? 





Reported Steps Principals Take to Evaluate the Intervention Process in Their Buildings 
Theme Summary 
Assessment/Data driven Looking at test scores, general progress being made, 
comparing grade levels in number of students needing 
interventions, graduating from the intervention process, 
determining if a special education referral is needed. 
 
Survey stakeholders Teachers, students, families. 
 
Reflection of process/change process Asking, what has been helpful, not helpful, what has 
slowed down the process?  
 
Allen stated the data needs to show what progress the students made during the 
intervention process and if the interventions worked. He said, if “we are referring a lot of 
children for special education evaluation, to me, that would be a sign that perhaps our Tier one or 
Tier two interventions weren’t all that effective.”  
Ben reported with teachers bringing too many students to their Student Support Team or 
spending the time complaining, they “added that step of going to your PLC team first before 
going” to the formal team. He said, “that’s helped a ton.”  
Charles stated that his teams’ biggest goal is to graduate students from the intervention 
process. He said they look at “how many students went in; how many were able to get out. 
That’s a big deal to us.” He added, if “there is a learning disability of some sort that the student 
needs an IEP that will follow them and help them as they move on to middle school” they would 
like to discover it at this point. If possible, his team would seek “the knowledge and experience” 
of special education teachers, because of “the work that they do in small groups.”  
“It’s just always ongoing,” Douglas reported about evaluating the intervention process. 




is getting the support they need, to making sure teachers know the difference between 
interventions and accommodations. “We saw frustrated teachers” who thought they were 
implementing interventions but were providing accommodations. “We’ve got to do a better job 
of evaluating the progress monitoring that teachers are doing” and not wait for “frustration levels 
to rise.”  
Eileen shared, “we used to be a little better at this.” She stated her district moved from 
one program of data collection to another, and she found out “they didn’t have the tools that I 
was used to having.” She said they look at “MCA scores once they get past grade three…we use 
FAST for our screening process…and we touch base with teachers.”  
What cultural considerations are taken in your building during the problem solving or 
intervention process?  (Results are located under Research Question Four.) 
What challenges have you faced implementing interventions in your school? 
Table 12 
Reported Challenges Principals Faced Implementing Interventions 
Theme Summary 
Resources Lack of time, money, staff. 
 
Interventions Developing the best interventions. 
 
Concern for students Not overwhelming students.  Are all students who need 
interventions getting them? 
 
Staff-based concerns Training, patience and buy-in of the process. 
 
 
Principals communicated facing several challenges during the implementation of 
interventions in their schools. One challenge was coming up with adequate and doable 




challenge by most principals, including designated time for interventions or time when staff 
could determine what interventions to use. Eileen explained her challenge was teachers not 
wanting to complete the interventions.  
All respondents cited resources as a challenge to implementing interventions. Allen 
stated, “…the biggest challenge is resources” and Charles reported he would start with “…the 
master schedule…[and] the amount of staffing that you have.” Benjamin felt “the time aspect” 
was very important.  
Benjamin reported, “I would say time and a teacher's knowledge of interventions, really, 
would be the two challenges…[and] I would say the hardest one is behavior, because we don’t 
have a behavior interventionist.”  
“We have WIN time in our schedule, and it works for us,” reported Charles. “But you 
have those students who may need a reading intervention, [and] also need a math intervention, 
and they have EL [services], and it can get…overwhelming.” He ended with stating, “Like our 
Title teacher told me today, it's a gigantic jigsaw puzzle that we're trying to get to fit together.”  
 “Time,” Douglas stated and elaborated that a “big part of the intervention [process] is it 
takes time and it's supposed to, so we can adequately intervene.” He believes as educators, “we 
just want to help…we want to be quick fixers when intervention is not that way.” And this can 
lead to frustration. He continued to talk about “making sure that no kids are being left behind or 
falling through the cracks,” questioning if students who should, are being referred. Just because 
students are “passive or compliant…and go under the radar…and coast through and then all of a 
sudden, they get into the middle school and high school and we're asking, how did we miss that 
kid?” Douglas reported that his district was “starting to look at data more” and feels this is 




 Eileen felt her biggest challenge was, “Teachers not wanting to do [interventions].” She 
continued to say that some teachers feel it is a “special ed problem or Title’s problem” if the 
student is struggling. She continues to work on moving “away from those silos, that it really is 
the teacher” who needs to make changes or implement interventions. The students who are 
struggling are “all of ours together.” She added,  
We started working on DuFour’s four questions last year, and a lot of it was just working 
on benchmarks and learning targets. The plan this year was to work on differentiation for 
at-risk and for our enrichment kids, but with just the way this year has been going...that's 
not where I needed the teachers to really put in their time, and a lot of them do this just 
automatically.  
She summarized by sharing additional challenges as staff finding time during the day to talk with 
other staff members and figuring out the best interventions.  











Student-based accomplishments Higher assessment scores, higher “graduation rate” from the 
intervention process, fewer students needing services, higher 
accuracy rate for students qualifying for special education services. 
 
Improved process Data indicates test score improvements, fewer referrals to special 
education.  
 
Staff-based accomplishments Team being energized about the process, increase buy-in with new 
process. 
 
Continued support during 
Covid-19 era 
Intervention work continues during distance learning models.  
  
 Allen stated, “we have established a team with a process that we've created and that we 
believe is research based. And this year we're off and running.” Even with significant challenges 
early on, such as the global pandemic, moving to distance learning, and staff turnover, Allen 
insisted, “we're going to continue the work…so kids [can] continue to go through the process 
and either, hopefully, experience more academic success or get that needed special education 
referral.”   
 Benjamin’s school, he said, has employed their reading intervention program for 5 years 
and they like it. He reported it works well and is progressive.  
Our assessment scores have really improved through the years, and I would say, it can be 
attributed to that [program]. Also, with teacher referrals having an over 90% special 
education qualification rate, is a testament…that interventions are working…We’re 
keeping kids out of special ed if [they do not] necessarily need it, and the kids who are 




 Charles reported that major accomplishments at his school were the number of students 
needing the “most significant regular ed reading interventions” has declined and graduation rates 
in the intervention process have increased. He goes on to say that teachers have noticed the 
differences made and successes of their students. Charles continues to have concerns about basic 
literacy skills of Kindergarten and first grade students, especially during distance learning.  
 Douglas reported, after every meeting, “everybody leaves excited, feels like the meeting 
was worthwhile, and they have something they can do to help” their students. Douglas believes 
the process is tight at his school, and stated, “everybody knows what they're doing, who needs to 
follow up, we have a date on the calendar when we're coming back, who's bringing the data for 
the progress monitoring and who's taking charge of that and…there's a sense of accomplishment 
after every one of our meetings...” He added, “I think we definitely have some work to do with 
it, but I feel like we have been more organized and streamlined than we have in the past.” 
 Eileen reported, “I'll be honest, I did not do a good job of evaluating the program last 
spring, because of where we were. Everything just kind of shut down” due to the global 
pandemic.  However, she shared that a major accomplishment last year was having “between 
five and 10% of our Title I students move out of Title.” She shared,  
I think there are some accomplishments and I think there is some growth. It's always fun 
when the teacher will share something or Title or the reading specialist will come and 
show me, this is where they were before and now, they're all this way over here. So, it's 
those small, little things, I think we probably celebrate the most. 
What ideas or prior experiences can you share to help others with effective 






Shared Ideas or Prior Experiences to Help Others with Effective Implementation of Interventions 
Theme Summary 
Having high-quality, research-based 
interventions  
Working on developing the best research-based 
interventions possible and implementing them with 
fidelity.  
 
Need to talk to the experts; can’t just do on 
your own 
Obtaining ideas or plans from an outside agency.  
Team member diversity, bringing differing 
ideas and viewpoints to meetings  
A variety of people on the team with different areas of 
expertise.  
 
Having all staff members conduct 
interventions 
Getting everyone involved.  
 
 Allen said he keeps going back to having a researched-based process with “quality 
interventions,” as well as,  
working with people that specialize in the area of interventions… You can read books 
and you can all educate yourselves, but doing interventions really, really well, I think, 
you've got to talk to the experts, you've got to talk to the people who have made 
…system-wide changes in [their] buildings, and those people [are] out there. You've just 
got to find them. I'm not an expert, but I knew enough to listen when they were talking.   
Benjamin reported “utilizing a variety of people to come up with the program” or 
process, in order to get “differing perspectives,” and to continue to evaluate the plan. Benjamin 
added,  
One other thing that we've done in the past is utilizing all staff to do interventions. We've 
had our physical education teacher trained and doing interventions, our media 




different paraprofessionals who have been trained…and are able to help out with the 
intervention process as well.  
Charles summarized, “I would say it's important for all of your support services to be 
working together…That could be EL, gifted and talented, it could be Title if you have it, or a 
reading specialist. All of those students' supports should be working together.”  
 “Working with an outside agency has been awesome,” Douglas stated.  “I'm fortunate 
enough that our district spent the dollars to do that and to have experts come in and really guide 
us on this work.” After working with an outside agency for a couple of years, the agency is 
“backing off and kind of pushing us out of the nest, per se, and we're taking off on our own.” He 
reports feeling excited about this next step, but adds it can be frustrating, because it all takes 
time.   
 Eileen shared that she likes to “start out with [asking], where is the concern, where is the 
problem?” She feels the needs at the building level should be examined to determine what will 
work, and to start small. She also mentioned having conversations with teachers, and asking 
them, “is this where this [student] is really supposed to be working? What is one thing you could 





 Table 15 
Other Information Shared by Principals that was not Covered in the Survey or Interview 
Theme Summary 
Engagement/Involvement of parents and 
families 
Success depends on how you engage parents and families. 
Transparency of process is important Being up front with staff and parents about the process.  
 
Staff members Utilizing many staff members in the process; passionate, 
organized, and knowledgeable staff; cohesion of 
personalities on the team.  
 
Help from others  
 
Working with an outside agency.  
 
 “I just think a big part of the success of these programs is how you engage parents and 
families,” Allen stated. This includes positive phone calls home. He went on to say the “trust that 
you can build with that family has a lot to do with, ultimately, the success of that child through 
the process. And…it's going to really increase the probability of a good outcome.” He added, 
“Transparency of your process is really, really, important.” Charles also spoke of the importance 
of involving parents in the process. During Title I Nights or Parent Evenings, parents at his 
school are encouraged to visit with teachers working with their children, thereby making a 
connection, and explaining what they are working on in school.  
 “Utilizing a lot of staff to really help make that process the best it can be,” reported 
Benjamin. Douglas spoke about the importance of having “staff that are organized and 
passionate and very knowledgeable about the process.” Douglas noted, “I can't say enough about 
working with an outside agency; [having them] come in and help us at least get started.” He 
added, “It's a ton of work, and again it's just one step at a time and just a meticulous, slow 




 Principals reported, intervention work continues during the global pandemic. Douglas 
said,  
Just because we're in a different learning model doesn't mean kids' needs are going to go 
away. Kids are still going to struggle and need help. We can't just push them off to the 
side and say, ‘well, we're in this learning model so we can't help you.’…I've been vocal 
about it. I get it. It feels like it's more or additional work, but this work can't stop. It needs 
to keep going for our kids.  
 Eileen provided input on evaluating and reviewing the process and the time it takes, 
asking,  
what's your leadership, what is your team, what are your expectations, how do you 
evaluate, because evaluating is probably always the thing that happens in the spring and 
it's when nobody wants to spend any time on it. Then you're going to do it during the 
summer and, all of a sudden, it's the end of August.   
Research Question Three 
What strategies do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes are implemented successfully in their building?  
In addressing research question three the researcher analyzed items six through ten on the 
survey. Quantitative data were collected from the study survey by asking respondents to provide 
their agreement with multiple statements. Respondents were able to express their level of 
agreement with each statement by choosing one of the following responses: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree, or Prefer Not to Answer. Responses to interview items 13 






General Education and Special Education Teachers at My School have been Trained on the 






Strongly disagree 0 0.0 
Disagree 3 13.0 
Agree 16 69.6 
Strongly agree 4 17.4 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Eighty seven percent (n = 20) of respondents either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that 
general education and special education teachers at their school have been trained on the basics 
of intervention implementation, while three (13%) Disagreed with this statement. No one 
Strongly Disagreed (0%) with this statement.  
Table 17 
Teachers or Teams Work Together to Identify and Address Individual Student Needs in My 






Strongly disagree 0 0 
Disagree 2 8.7 
Agree 14 60.9 
Strongly agree 7 30.4 
Total 23 100.0 
  
 A total of 91.3% (n = 21) of respondents shared that teachers or teams work together to 
identify and address individual student needs in their schools, while 8.7% (n = 2) of respondents 






Data from Universal Screeners or Other Forms of Data Collection are Used to Determine the 






Strongly disagree 0 0.0 
Disagree 4 17.4 
Agree 10 43.5 
Strongly agree 9 39.1 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 When asked if data from the universal screeners or other forms of data collection are used 
to determine the need for student interventions in their schools, four (17.4%) of the respondents 
Disagreed with this statement. A total of 82.6% (n = 19) either Agreed (43.5%) or Strongly 
Agreed (39.1%) that data from universal screeners or other forms of data collection are used to 
determine the need for interventions in their schools. No one Strongly Disagreed (0%) with this 
statement.  
Table 19 
The Following Steps of an Intervention Process (i.e., universal screening, tiered interventions, 






Strongly disagree 1 4.3 
Disagree 4 17.4 
Agree 13 56.5 
Strongly agree 5 21.7 





When queried if research-based interventions are implemented at their school to address 
students’ learning gaps, 18 or 78.2% of respondents Agreed (56.2%) or Strongly Agreed (21.7%) 
with this statement. Five or 21.7% either Disagreed (17.4%) or Strongly Disagreed (4.3%) that 
research-based interventions are implemented in their school to address students’ learning gaps.  
Table 20 
Our School uses a Universal Screening Method to Identify Students in Need of Intervention  
(n = 23) 
 
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Yes 14 60.9 
No 9 39.1 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Of the 23 respondents who completed the survey, 14 or 60.9% conveyed they use a 
universal screening method to identify students in need of intervention and 9 or 39.1% shared 
their school does not use a universal screening method to identify students in need of 
intervention.  
Table 21 
What are the Primary Sources Used in Your Building to Identify Students Needing Interventions? 
(Check all that apply) 
 
Primary sources used to identify students Frequency Percent 
 
 State and/or district data, such as MCA/MAP scores 16 69.6 
   DIBELS 1 4.3 
 Universal screening 13 56.5 
 Teacher/Staff concern 23 100.0 
 Parent concern 20 87.0 





 Participants were provided with a list of recognized primary sources used to identify 
students needing interventions and were asked to check all that applied to their situation. All 
respondents (n = 23, 100%) indicated that teacher/staff concern was the primary source used in 
their building to identify students needing interventions, followed by parent concern (n = 20, 
87%) as the next source. Seventeen or 73.9% of respondents divulged prior intervention 
data/results were used to identify students and sixteen or 69.6% of respondents stated using state 
and/or district data, such as MCA/MAP scores as a source to identify students needing 
interventions. Universal screening (n = 13) was judged to be used by 56.5% of respondents. One 
respondent (4.3%) recounted using DIBELS as a source to identify students needing 
interventions.  
Table 22 
Do You Incorporate a Behavioral Component to Your Intervention Process? (n = 23) 
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Yes 21 91.3 
No 2 8.7 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Most respondents (n = 21, 91.3%) reported they incorporate a behavioral component to 
their intervention process. Two respondents (8.7%) shared they do not incorporate a behavioral 
component to their intervention process.  
 For those who replied they incorporate a behavioral component to their intervention 
process, Table 23 indicates how many years they have incorporated a behavioral component to 





How Many Years Have You Incorporated a Behavioral Component to the Intervention Process? 
(n = 18) 
 
Years Frequency Percent 
 
1 – 5 8 34.8 
6 – 10  7 30.4 
11 – 15  2 8.7 
16 – 20  1 4.3 
Total 18 78.3 
 
 Eighteen of the 21 respondents who reported they incorporate a behavioral component to 
their intervention process also shared how many years they have incorporated a behavioral 
component to their intervention process. Five respondents did not answer the question. Eight 
(34.8%) reported they have incorporated a behavioral component from 1 to 5 years, seven (30.4 
%) reported they have incorporated a behavioral component from 6 to 10 years, three (13.0%) 
respondents reported they have incorporated a behavioral component for over 10 years. One 
respondent (4.3%) reported they have incorporated a behavioral component for 20 years.  
Research Question Four 
What approaches do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure a cultural 
component is included in the intervention process?   
In addressing research question four the researcher analyzed survey item 21 and 
interview item 7 to identify approaches used to ensure a cultural component is included in the 
intervention process in their building. During the survey, participants were asked to identify if 






Do You Incorporate a Cultural Component in Your Problem-solving to the Intervention Process?   
(n = 23) 
 
Answer Frequency Percent 
Yes 10 43.5 
No 13 56.5 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Over half (n = 13, 56.5%) of the respondents declared they did not incorporate a cultural 
component in their problem solving or intervention process and 10 or 43.5% of participants 
responded they did incorporate a cultural component.  
Table 25 
What Cultural Considerations are Taken in Your Building During the Problem-solving or 
Intervention Process? (n = 23) 
 
Theme Summary 
Curriculum questions Does the curriculum match the student population?  
Are we over-identifying any group? 
Is there a language barrier for students where English is a 
second language?  
 
Behavior and discipline questions Who is being disciplined and for what?  
Are we over-identifying any group? 
  
Whole picture focus Reducing issues with potentially biased assessments.  
 
Cultural competence training Little prior training but starting now.  
 
Specific positions participating in the 
intervention process 




 Allen has focused on examining “cultural considerations from a curriculum standpoint” 




look” at discipline data, analyzing who is being disciplined so they are “not over identifying any 
particular group.” 
 Benjamin reflected,  
You asked about evaluating the process. I would say this is something our district may be 
lacking a little bit. We just started cultural competency training with building leaders, 
district leaders, and it's starting to funnel into our district, to our staff, but that's one area 
where I would say that if we were to give ourselves a rating, it would be a lower rating. 
Especially in the referral process. I would say, we don't have really many cultural 
considerations at this time.  
 Charles explained that “one of the things that we do well here in taking cultural 
considerations into the intervention process would be our EL teacher.” Charles touted his EL 
teacher as “phenomenal at just helping…the students with language barriers and trying to do 
whatever [she] can, to provide interventions to keep…students out of special education.” He said 
that it “can be a difficult land to decipher,” trying to determine if the student has “a learning 
disability, or is it a language barrier?”  
 Douglas said he believes exploring cultural considerations is “the reason that we have so 
many different perspectives at the table...I think having a wide range of perspectives” is 
important. He mentioned that second-year teachers up to teachers with 30 years of experience 
bring their perspectives to the meetings. He says it is important to him and the team to be 
“intentional about [finding] the best fit for an intervention.”  He wondered, “So, are we great 
when it comes to cultural considerations? I would say, no.” Working in “predominantly a 92 or 
93% white school district, sometimes we have some unconscious bias…that we're not even 




consulted, and they are “a big resource.” He said, it can be “extremely difficult to separate if it’s 
a learning disability or somebody that's working on English as a secondary language.”  
 “I started talking about this a little bit more last year,” reported Eileen. She said her team 
was not including ethnic or racial categories when analyzing data. For the last year or two for 
their gifted and talented students, the team made “a conscious effort not to just rely on” teacher 
surveys, but to test a whole grade level. She said they started with “second grade last year, and 
then [they] could see just where” all children were “falling compared to what the teacher survey” 
results provided. Before, when working in a different role,  
I would break out all the MCA information by race, for teachers just to take a look at. 
And it's hard…we’re about 80% white…our groups are so small, it's always hard to tell if 
this is something I need to be concerned with. Is there something we should change and 
do, or is it just that blip? … about 85 to 89% [of the 20% are] Hispanic…we have very 
few other cultures.  
Eileen has an EL teacher and a “cultural liaison that does our translations and calls our families 
when we need to have a translator, or I need something sent out.” 
Research Question Five 
What methods do select Minnesota principals report they use and what steps do they take 
to evaluate school-based problem-solving and intervention processes?  
In addressing research question five the researcher analyzed survey items 22 through 30 
to identify methods used or steps taken to evaluate the school-based, problem-solving, or 
intervention processes in their school.  
Participants were asked to identify what methods or steps they take during the evaluation 





I Feel that Students are Identified Effectively at My School in Order to Begin Interventions 
Immediately (n = 23) 
 
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Strongly disagree 2 8.7 
Disagree 3 13.0 
Agree 13 56.5 
Strongly agree 5 21.7 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Eighteen, or 78.2% of respondents, indicated they believed students are identified 
effectively at their school to begin interventions immediately, while five or 21.7% of 
respondents, either Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed with this statement.  
Table 27 
There is a System in Place to Track and Record Interventions at My School (n = 23)  
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Strongly disagree 0 0.0 
Disagree 4 17.4 
Agree 11 47.8 
Strongly agree 8 34.8 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 When asked if there is a system in place to track and record interventions at their school, 
19 (82.6%) respondents reported that they Agreed or Strongly Agreed with this statement. A 
total of four or 17.4% of the respondents reported that they Disagreed that there is a system in 






What Systems Do You Use to Track Your Intervention Data?  (n = 22) 
Systems to Track Data Frequency Percent 
 
SWIS 0 0.0 
Aimsweb 3 13.0 
EasyCBM 1 4.3 
Star 1 4.3 
I-Ready 0 0.0 
Woot Math 0 0.0 
SOAR to Success 0 0.0 
Keynote 0 0.0 
FAST (University of Minnesota) 12 52.2 




 Twenty-two of the 23 respondents replied to this Survey Item 24. The majority (n = 12, 
52.2%) of respondents conveyed they use the Formative Assessment System for Teachers 
(FAST) developed by the University of Minnesota. Three (13%) respondents shared using 
aimsweb, one (4.3%) reported using easyCBM, and one (4.3%) specified using Star. One 
respondent did not reply to this survey item. None of the respondents noted using SWIS, I-
Ready, Woot Math, or Keynote. Five respondents (21.7%) proclaimed using other systems to 






What Other Systems Do You Use to Track Your Intervention Data? (n = 23) 
Systems to Track Data Frequency Percent 
  
18 78.3 
Cognos 1 4.3 
Skyward 3 13.0 
Student grades 1 4.3 
Total 23 100.0 
   
Five of the 23 (21.7%) respondents divulged they use other data management systems 
than what were mentioned in Survey Item 24 to track their intervention data. One identified 
using Cognos (4.3%), three identified using Skyward (13%), and one used student grades (4.3%).  
Table 30 
Progress Monitoring is Used in My School to Determine the Effectiveness of Interventions         
(n = 23) 
 
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Strongly disagree 1 4.3 
Disagree 3 13.0 
Agree 12 52.2 
Strongly agree 7 30.4 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Over 80% of respondents (n = 19) disclosed that progress monitoring is used in their 
school to determine the effectiveness of interventions. Four (17.4%) respondents Disagreed or 
Strongly Disagreed that their school is using progress monitoring to determine the effectiveness 






Data Collected on Student Progress is Used to Change Core Curriculum (n = 23)  
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Strongly disagree 1 4.3 
Disagree 10 43.5 
Agree 12 52.2 
Strongly agree 0 0.0 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 When discussing changing core curriculum based on data collected on student progress, 
12 (52.2%) respondents conveyed that they Agreed with this statement and 11 (48.8%) 
respondents either Disagreed (43.5%) or Strongly Disagreed (4.3%). No one Strongly Agreed 
(0%) with this statement.  
Table 32 
I Feel the Intervention Model We are Using is Effectively Meeting the Needs of Our Students     
(n = 23) 
 
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Strongly disagree 0 0.0 
Disagree 8 34.8 
Agree 13 56.5 
Strongly agree 2 8.7 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Approximately 65% (n = 15) of respondents Agree or Strongly Agree that the 
intervention model they are using is effectively meeting the needs of their students.  Close to 




using is effectively meeting the needs of their students. No one Strongly Disagreed (0%) with 
this statement.  
Table 33 
I am Confident in My School’s Ability to Implement Tiered Interventions Appropriately and With 
Fidelity (n = 23) 
 
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
Strongly disagree 1 4.3 
Disagree 8 34.8 
Agree 11 47.8 
Strongly agree 3 13.0 
Total 23 100.0 
 
 Fourteen (60.8%) of the 23 respondents reported (11 Agree, 3 Strongly Agree) they are 
confident in their school’s ability to implement tiered interventions appropriately and with 
fidelity, while eight of the respondents Disagree and one respondent Strongly Disagreed (n = 9, 
39.1%) with the statement and report they are not confident in their school’s ability to implement 
tiered interventions appropriately and with fidelity.  
Table 34 
Overall, How Effective Do You Feel the Current Problem-solving or Intervention Model in Your 
School Is Working? (n = 23) 
 
Answer Frequency Percent 
 
    Mostly Ineffective 2 8.7 
    Somewhat Ineffective 3 13.0 
    Neither Effective nor Ineffective 1 4.3 
    Somewhat Effective 12 52.2 
    Mostly Effective 5 21.7 





Most respondents revealed they felt the current problem-solving or intervention model in 
their school is working (73.9%)–Somewhat Effective (52.2%) and Mostly Effective (21.7%). 
One respondent shared they felt the current model in their school was Neither Effective nor 
Ineffective (4.3%), three specified that the current model they are using is Somewhat Ineffective 
(13.0%) and two (8.7%) attested the current problem-solving or intervention model they are 
using in their school is Mostly Ineffective.  
Summary of Findings 
Research Question One 
 All respondents either Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the following statements: I have 
had training on or know how to implement the intervention process; I believe a solid and 
effective core academic curriculum is a key component of any intervention process; and 
Academic interventions are necessary before making a referral for a special education 
evaluation. Twenty-two (95%) of the 23 respondents either Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the 
following statements: The intervention process is a general education initiative; and the main 
goal of an intervention process is to determine academic learning gaps experienced by students 
and to teach them what they need to learn to be successful. One respondent Disagreed that the 
intervention process is a general education initiative and one respondent Disagreed that the main 
goal of an intervention process is to determine academic learning gaps experienced by students 
and to teach them what they need to learn in order to be successful.  
Research Question Two  
 Reported leadership qualities needed for implementing a problem-solving or intervention 




knowledgeable about the process, having a vision of what is important, taking a team approach 
with good communication and evaluating if the process is working in their school. Also, 
principals believed being highly organized, able to create a strong team, actively involved in and 
evaluating the process were personal descriptions of interviewed leadership styles.  
 Principals reported the intervention process was introduced at their school either at the 
“ground level,” they were handed a previously developed process put together and shared in a 
“handbook,” or they received outside agency training and support. Information was reported to 
be communicated to staff in a variety of ways, including sharing information at the beginning of 
the year during “workshop week,” through a shared format (Google), or not at all. There were 
reported changes happening every year and additional room for improvement in this area.  
 Principal roles managing the intervention process ranged from highly involved (planning 
the process, attending meetings, facilitator, determining and evaluating interventions) to having 
little involvement. During evaluation of the process principals reported looking at data, getting 
input from stakeholders (teachers, students, families), reflecting on the process, and making 
changes needed. 
 Challenges faced were resources (time, staff, money), staff-based concerns (buy-in, 
patience, training), student-based concerns (targeting all who need interventions, not 
overwhelming with too many interventions), as well as developing the best research-based 
interventions possible.  
 Accomplishments reported were student-based accomplishments through higher test 
scores, graduation from intervention, improvements to the process, including making changes 




 Prior ideas or experiences to share with others to help them with the intervention process 
were having high quality research-based interventions, implementing them with fidelity, talking 
to “the experts,” getting all staff members involved in the process, and ensuring team member 
diversity.  
Research Question Three  
 Eighty seven percent (n = 20) of participants either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that 
general education and special education teachers at their school have been trained on the basics 
of intervention implementation, and a total of 91.3% (n = 21) of respondents reported that 
teachers or teams work together to identify and address individual student needs in their schools. 
When asked if data from universal screeners or other forms of data collection are used to 
determine the need for student interventions, four (17.4%) of the respondents Disagreed with this 
statement. A total of 82.6% (n = 19) either Agreed (43.5%) or Strongly Agreed (39.1%) that data 
from universal screeners or other forms of data collection are used to determine the need for 
interventions in their schools. 
 When asked if research-based interventions are implemented at their school to address 
students’ learning gaps, 18 (78.2%) of participants Agreed or Strongly Agreed with this 
statement, while five (21.7%) either Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed that research-based 
interventions are implemented in their school to address students’ learning gaps. Of the 23 
respondents who completed the survey, 14 (60.9%) replied they use a universal screening 
method to identify students in need of intervention and nine (39.1%) said that their school does 
not use a universal screening method to identify students in need of intervention.  
 Participants were provided with a list of primary sources used to identify students 




(n = 23, 100%) stated that teacher/staff concern was the primary source used in their building to 
identify students needing interventions followed by parent concern (n = 20, 87%) as the next 
source used to identify students needing interventions. Seventeen (73.9%) participants revealed 
prior intervention data/results were used to identify students and 16 (69.6%) participants 
acknowledged using state and/or district data, such as MCA/MAP scores as a source to identify 
students needing interventions. Universal screening (n = 13) was described to be used by 56.5% 
of respondents. One respondent (4.3%) shared using DIBELS as a source to identify students 
needing interventions.  
 Most respondents (n = 21, 91.3%) indicated they incorporate a behavioral component to 
their intervention process. Two respondents (8.7%) stated they do not incorporate a behavioral 
component to their intervention process. Eighteen of the 21 respondents who reported they 
incorporate a behavioral component to their intervention process also told how many years they 
have incorporated a behavioral component to their intervention process. Eight (34.8%) shared 
they have incorporated a behavioral component from 1 to 5 years, seven (30.4 %) stated they 
have incorporated a behavioral component from 6 to 10 years, three (13.0%) respondents made it 
clear they have incorporated a behavioral component for over 10 years. One respondent (4.3%) 
divulged they have incorporated a behavioral component for 20 years.  
Research Question Four  
 Of the 23 respondents surveyed, over half (n = 13, 56.5%) reported they do not 
incorporate a cultural component in their problem solving to intervention process, while 10 
(43.5%) responded they did. In response to the interview question, what cultural considerations 
are taken in your building, principals identified asking if core curriculum as well as behavior and 




English Learner population, and if specific groups are being over-identified. Reducing issues 
with potentially biased assessments, the need for more training in this area, as well as including 
representative staff in the process were cited.  
Research Question Five  
 Around 78% of respondents reported they believe students are identified effectively at 
their schools, while approximately 22% did not agree that students were identified effectively at 
their schools. Similar results were found when asked if there was a system in place to track and 
record interventions at their schools. 
 Slightly over half (52.2%) of respondents conveyed they use the Formative Assessment 
System for Teacher (FAST) developed by the University of Minnesota. Smaller percentages used 
other means, such as aimsweb (13%), easyCBM (4.3%), and Star (4.3%). Five (21.7%) 
respondents reported using other systems not mentioned in the survey (e.g., Cognos. Skyward, 
student grades). Over 80% disclosed that progress monitoring was used in their school to 
determine the effectiveness of interventions.  
 An almost even split occurred when considering changing core curriculum based on 
collected student progress data. Twelve (52.2%) respondents agreed data collected on student 
progress is used to change core curriculum and 11 (48.8%) respondents disagreed.  
 Approximately 65% of respondents agreed the intervention model they are using is 
effectively meeting the needs of their students. Fourteen (60.8%) of respondents reported they 
are confident in their school’s ability to implement tiered interventions appropriately and with 
fidelity. Overall, approximately 74% or three-fourths of respondents reported they feel the 






 Chapter IV summarized the findings of the study, related findings to the review of 
literature, and provided conclusions about leadership qualities needed for successful 
implementation of school-based problem-solving and intervention processes, as well as the 
challenges and barriers principals face during this process. Analysis of data was completed at the 
St. Cloud State University Office of Statistical Analysis using the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS). Using the SPSS, Cronbach’s Alpha was computed to be (α = .916) for 
the total scale. An alpha above .9 indicates the sample has high internal consistency and 
reliability. 
 In Chapter V, an analysis of the results is offered as well as trends from the study. 





Chapter V: Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 
 Chapter V offers a summary of the study and examines the findings collected from the 
data presented in Chapter IV. The researcher will discuss and review the findings and present an 
examination of the data related to the research questions. This is followed by recommendations 
for professional practice and future research.  
Research Purpose 
The purpose of the study was to examine specific principal leadership qualities present 
when school interventions are considered successful; specifically, leadership characteristics 
present and leadership involvement in the intervention process (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & 
Behar-Horenstein, 2015) and to ascertain if interventions are more successful with effective 
leadership. This study gathered information regarding principals’ experiences with school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes, including strategies they have used to help with 
intervention implementation in their buildings, problems they have encountered along the way, 
and the leadership skills needed in order for interventions to be successful.   
Research Questions 
The research questions were developed to examine the perceptions of select Minnesota 
principals about school-based problem-solving and intervention processes in their schools. The 
data were analyzed and findings were organized according to the following research questions:   
1. What knowledge and level of understanding did select Minnesota principals report 
having regarding school-based problem-solving and intervention processes, such as 
the four essential components of RTI (screening, progress monitoring, multi-level or 




2. What leadership attributes did select Minnesota principals perceive and report being 
important to the implementation of school-based problem-solving and intervention 
processes?  
3. What strategies did select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes are implemented successfully in their 
building?  
4. What approaches did select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure a cultural 
component is included in the intervention process?   
5. What methods did select Minnesota principals report they use and what steps do they 
take to evaluate school-based problem-solving and intervention processes?  
Research Design 
The researcher determined the number of principals from the identified schools willing to 
participate in the study. After receiving verbal or email consent from district superintendents or 
directors of instruction, the researcher chose a convergent mixed-methods approach in the form 
of a stakeholder survey and a more in-depth follow-up interview.   
 The initial survey was consistent with a quantitative method of collecting data. 
Quantitative research or data “is numerical or seeks to quantitatively represent social 
phenomena” (Bergin, 2018, p. 240). 
The compilation of data from the follow-up interviews was consistent with qualitative 
methods. “Qualitative research is often a process of collecting data, identifying themes and 






 The researcher determined the number of principals from the identified school districts 
willing to participate in the study. A convenience sample technique was used for selection of 
participants. As defined by Gall et al. (2003), a sample of convenience is “a group . . . selected 
simply because they are available and easy to access” (p. 621). After receiving verbal or email 
consent from district superintendents or directors of instruction, the researcher chose a 
convergent mixed method approach in the form of an initial stakeholder survey and a more in-
depth follow-up interview for those interested. Bergin (2018) explains, mixed-methods research 
is “research that employs both quantitative and qualitative methods” (p. 239).  
 The initial survey was consistent with a quantitative method of collecting data. 
Quantitative research or data “is numerical or seeks to quantitatively represent social 
phenomena” (Bergin, 2018, p. 240). The survey questions included both open and closed types 
of questions to secure participant responses (Gall et al., 2003). Gall et al. (2003) defined an open 
type as “a question that permits research participants to make any response they wish” (p. 631) 
and a closed type as “a question that permits a response only from among prespecified response 
options” (p. 620). 
The voluntary follow-up interview was considered a standardized, open-ended interview 
method; an approach where the main goal is to seek meaning from the person being interviewed. 
The compilation of data from the follow-up interviews was consistent with qualitative methods. 
“Qualitative research is often a process of collecting data, identifying themes and patterns, and 
then exploring relationships among those themes” (Bergin, 2018, p. 130).  Gall et al. (2003) 
assert “questionnaires and interviews are used extensively in educational research to collect data 




and the like” (p. 222). The following are characteristics of a standard open-ended interview 
(Patton, 2002): 
• The exact wording and sequence of questions are determined in advance. 
• All interviewees are asked the same basic questions in the same order. 
• Questions are worded in a completely open format (p.349). 
 A standardized and open-ended interview allows the researcher to simplify the analysis of 
the data by making sure all responses can be compared (Patton, 2002). In addition, probes were 
occasionally used during the interview process. Probes are comments or follow-up questions 
after a standard open-ended question has already been asked. The purpose of a probe is to gain a 
better understanding the answer of the person being interviewed or used if further information 
could be gained (Merriam, 2009). 
Conclusions 
Demographics  
 Demographic information was requested in the introductory section of the survey 
instrument, which included participant school level, years serving in the field of education, years 
serving as principal in their current school, if they had been a principal elsewhere and for how 
long, whether or not they had a specific team set up to look at data and design interventions at 
their school, and, if so, what the team was called, with which gender they identified, and with 
which ethnicity they identified. To draw inferences to a larger population, the researcher 
collected these demographic data to obtain a better sense if demographic variables might change 




demographic make-up of the respondents and therefore a generalization to a larger population 
was difficult. 
 All school levels were represented in the survey results, including pre-Kindergarten, 
Elementary School, Middle School, High School, and Alternative Learning. Participants’ 
experience in education ranged from 10 to 30 years, with a wide range of years (1 to 24) serving 
as a principal in their current school. Most (87%) reported having a specific team set up at their 
school to work with school-based problem-solving and intervention processes. Based on input, 
there were no clear or consistent names for teams working to provide struggling students with 
school-based problem-solving and interventions processes. 
 Approximately 75% of the respondents identified themselves as male, while the other 
25% of respondents identified as female. All the respondents reported their ethnicity or racial 
identity as white, of European descent.  
Research Question One 
 Research question one addressed at what level of understanding and what knowledge 
base principals report possessing regarding the intervention process.  
What knowledge and level of understanding do select Minnesota principals report having 
regarding school-based problem-solving and intervention processes, such as the four essential 
components of RTI (screening, progress monitoring, multi-level or multi-tier prevention system, 
and data-based decision making)?  
All respondents agreed they had training on or knew how to implement the intervention 
process. They also believed that a solid and effective core academic curriculum is a key 
component of any intervention process, and academic interventions are necessary before making 




All but one respondent agreed that the intervention process is a general education 
initiative, the main goal of an intervention process is to determine academic learning gaps 
experienced by students, and to teach them what they need to learn to be successful.  
Research Question Two 
 Research question two intended to determine what leadership attributes principals report 
or perceive as being important to the intervention process.  
What leadership attributes do select Minnesota principals perceive and report being 
important to the implementation of school-based problem-solving and intervention processes?  
 In a Principal’s Role in High Leadership Capacity Schools, Lambert (2005) writes the 
principal:  
Displays the following personal attributes and behaviors:  
• Learns continually, 
• Thinks strategically,  
• Is value- and vision-driven,  
• Continues and expands behaviors initiated in earlier phases.  
Participates with other members of the community to:  
• Share concerns and issues,  
• Share decisions,  
• Monitor and implement shared vision,  
• Engage in reflective practices (reflection/inquiry/dialogue/action),  
• Monitor norms and take self-corrective action,  




• Build a culture of interdependency, 
• Self-organize, 
• Diversify and blend roles, 
• Establish criteria for self-accountability,  
• Share authority and responsibility (dependent on expertise and interest rather than on 
role),  
• Plan for enculturation of new staff and successor.  
Uses his or her formal authority to: 
• Implement community decisions,  
• Mediate political pressures,  
• Work with less-than-competent staff,  
• Work with legal and reform challenges (p. 64). 
 Many of the attributes listed by Lambert (2005) were leadership qualities shared in the 
follow-up interview by the five principals as needed for implementing a problem-solving or 
intervention process. Attributes included being knowledgeable about the process, having a vision 
of what is important, taking a team approach with good communication, and evaluating if the 
process is working in their school. Principals shared being highly organized, able to create a 
strong team, actively involved in and evaluating the process were personal descriptions of 
interviewed leadership styles.   
 Principals reported the intervention process was introduced at their school either at the 
“ground level,” they were handed a previously developed process put together and shared in a 




be communicated to staff in a variety of ways, including sharing information at the beginning of 
the year during “workshop week,” through a shared format (Google), or not at all. There were 
reported changes happening every year and additional room for improvement in this area.  
 Principal roles managing the intervention process ranged from highly involved (planning 
the process, attending meetings, facilitator, determining and evaluating interventions) to having 
little involvement. During evaluation of the process principals reported looking at data, getting 
input from stakeholders (teachers, students, families), reflection of the process, and making 
needed changes. 
 Challenges faced were resources (time, staff, money), staff-based concerns (buy-in, 
patience, training), student-based concerns (targeting all who need interventions, not 
overwhelming with too many interventions), as well as developing the best research-based 
interventions possible.  
 Accomplishments described were student-based accomplishments (higher test scores, 
graduation from intervention), improvements to the process (making changes during Covid), and 
staff-based accomplishments (team energized, increased buy-in).  
 Prior ideas or experiences to share with others to help them with the intervention process 
were having high quality research-based interventions, implementing them with fidelity, talking 
to “the experts,” getting all staff members involved in the process, and ensuring team member 
diversity.  
Research Question Three 
 Research question three considered what strategies principals reported they use to make 
sure that interventions are being implemented with fidelity, integrity, to move toward the original 




What strategies do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes are implemented successfully in their building?  
According to the results, it can be substantiated that respondents use multiple sources 
when identifying students needing interventions. All respondents stated that teacher or staff 
concern was the primary source used in their buildings to identify students needing interventions, 
with the next source being parent concern. Approximately 75% of respondents reported prior 
intervention data/results were used to identify students, followed by 70% of participants 
reporting using state and/or district testing scores as a source to identify students needing 
interventions. Fewer reported using Universal Screening and one respondent shared using 
DIBELS as a source.  
Research Question Four  
 Research question four queried principals if they embrace or make sure that a student’s 
background or culture is considered during the intervention process.  
What approaches do select Minnesota principals report they use to ensure a cultural 
component is included in the intervention process?   
Every student deserves to be provided with a school experience that responds to their 
cultural and life experiences. “All practice needs to be culturally responsive in order to be best 
practice. Young people, whether African American, European American, Latino/a, Asian 
Americans, or American Indians are, like all people, cultural beings” (Moje & Hinchman, 2004, 
p. 321).  
Moje and Hinchman (2004) categorize three separate “perspectives on what it means to 




1. Culturally responsive pedagogy should use students’ experiences as a bridge to 
conventional content and literacy learning. 
2. Culturally responsive pedagogy should teach youth how to navigate cultural and 
discursive communities. 
3. Culturally responsive pedagogy should also draw from students’ experiences to 
challenge and reshape the academic-content knowledge and literacy practices of the 
curriculum (p. 323).” 
Participants reported including a cultural component to their intervention process was an 
“ongoing process.” This included not only analyzing if the curriculum matches the student 
population, but who is being disciplined and for what reasons.  
Several respondents reported that this was an area that needed more work, and if they 
were evaluated in cultural competence, they would receive a lower rating. One of the five 
respondents stated that his district was just starting cultural competency training.   
Overall, results indicate there is a significant need for training and staffing regarding 
cultural competency. According to Moje and Hinchman (2004), “Best practice attends to the 
knowledge and Discourses of the youth’s home; ethnic, racial, or geographic communities; and 
youth culture, popular culture, school culture, classroom culture, or discipline-specific culture” 
(p. 322).   
Research Question Five  
 Research question five inquired about evaluating the intervention process and what steps 
principals take to evaluate the intervention processes occurring in their school.  
What methods do select Minnesota principals report they use and what steps do they take 




 Considering the intervention concept has been around for over 40 years, it is 
disheartening to find just over two-thirds (78%) of respondents reported they believe students are 
identified effectively at their schools. Similar results were found when asked if there was a 
system in place to track and record interventions at their schools. Results indicate only half of the 
select Minnesota principals surveyed would consider changing the core curriculum to meet the 
needs of their students. Principals reported having little control over the challenges of diminished 
funds for training and time allowed for thoughtful development of research-based interventions.  
 Overall, there were a wide variety of progress monitoring systems reportedly used in the 
schools of 23 select principals in Minnesota. This indicates there are many systems to choose 
from when monitoring students’ progress. It may be of interest in the future to see which systems 
work best.  
  A scant 65% of respondents agreed the intervention model they are using is effectively 
meeting the needs of their students and only three-fourths of respondents reported they feel the 
current problem-solving or intervention model in their school is working.   
Discussion 
 At the conclusion of the study, as the researcher, I felt that due to such a small sample of 
convenience, it is difficult to generalize findings to a wider population. There were no people of 
color participating in the study and none were practicing principals in an urban setting. Most 
principals reported practicing in the field for a minimum of 10 years, so number of years 
working in the field of education may be a factor.  
 It appears that school-based problem-solving and intervention processes are 




viewed school-based problem-solving and intervention processes as “a multi-tier preventative 
system” (Fuchs, L. S. & Fuchs, D., 2006) and not a system to prevent special education.  
 Principal attributes important to the intervention process included being knowledgeable 
about the process, having a desire for continued learning, driven by a vision and having an idea 
of what is important, thinking strategically, sharing responsibility, and taking a team approach 
with good communication, engaging in reflective practices, and evaluating if the process is 
working in their school (Lambert, 2005; Levin & Fullan, 2008; McEwin, 2003). Leadership 
styles deemed necessary are being highly organized, actively involved in the process, able to 
create a strong team, and being one who evaluates the process.   
 Analyzing data during the intervention process was deemed important by all participants. 
Making sure data are looked at during the intervention process may be a contributing factor to 
effective implementation of intervention processes. Using multiple sources when identifying 
students needing interventions may be a factor to successful implementation of interventions; not 
only looking at the data but reports from teachers/staff and parents, using measures of academic 
progress, and possibly adding a Universal Screening tool.  
 According to study results, ideally, principals would be more successful if they were able 
to offer the time and have the staff to develop the best interventions possible without 
overwhelming students, have all staff trained, and have all staff on board with and participating 
in the process.  
 Areas that were not considered a factor in this study were: the number of years working 
as a principal, in their current school or elsewhere, what the intervention team was called, how 
the process was introduced or established in individual schools, or how the process is 




an area that needs improvement. How the process is communicated to staff did not seem to 
matter.   
 It is unclear if the principals’ role with managing the intervention process is tied to 
effective leadership characteristics needed for successful implementation of intervention 
processes.  Roles ranged from being involved with pre-planning, throughout the process, and 
acting as the facilitator or evaluator. 
  Cultural components were not always considered and fewer than half of those in the 
study reported they looked at culture when considering curriculum and interventions. There is a 
significant need for cultural competency training and a need for a cultural component when 
hiring staff and determining interventions.  Most respondents reported this was an “ongoing 
process” in their school and district. Research indicates how important it is to provide each 
student with a school experience that responds to their cultural and life experiences. Even though 
schools may not receive extra resources in this area, it is imperative it is included in the process 
of core curriculum development and evaluation as well as during the intervention process. Also, 
students who have a first language that is different from what they are using in the schools, have 
an extra layer of challenge added to their school experience.   
Limitations of the Study 
According to Roberts and Hyatt (2019), “limitations are particular features of your study 
that you know may affect the results or your ability to generalize the findings” (p. 154). This 
study was limited to principals who were selected and volunteered to participate in this study. A 
generalization can be made, but this limitation is noted.  
Another limitation was the number of respondents within these groups. That number was 




experiences reported by twenty-three Minnesota principals. To offset this limitation, follow-up 
interview questions were developed to extract a deeper understanding of the perceptions of five 
principals who volunteered.  
During the study the following limitations occurred: 
1. Due to the global pandemic, many potential participants may have been otherwise 
occupied with unprecedented challenges within their school districts and individual 
schools. 
2. For those who completed the survey and participated in the follow-up interview, a 
connection could not be made between the two. Connecting responses to the same 
individual would have provided a more in-depth understanding when considering 
evaluation of the intervention process.  
3. One district declined to participate in the study, lowering the already-small pool of 
respondents to four school districts.   
4. There were no reported people of color who participated in this study. When asked 
with which ethnicity they identified, all respondents reported they were white.  
5. There were no principals participating in the study who worked in an urban setting. 
Although this was not asked in the demographic section of the survey, the researcher 
is aware of the districts that participated.  
Recommendations 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 The following are recommendations for further study:  
1. It is recommended that future research include an increased sample size to gain a 




2. It is recommended the survey instrument be distributed during a time more conducive 
for principals to give it their full attention. 
3. It is recommended that a more ethnically and culturally diverse population of 
principals be invited to participate in the study.  
4. It is recommended that the number of individual interviews be increased. 
5. It is recommended that principals in an urban setting be included in the study.  
6. It is recommended to determine if women principals respond differently than their 
male counterparts.  
Recommendations for Practice 
 The following recommendations are offered for schools and school districts considering 
principal characteristics needed for effective implementation of school-based problem-solving 
and intervention processes:  
1. It is recommended school principals be involved in the training and be active 
participating members during meetings of school-based problem-solving and 
intervention teams.  
2. It is recommended school leaders and principals ensure that cultural components are 
included during not only the intervention process, but during core curriculum design, 
creation of discipline policies, and during the hiring process. 
3. It is recommended that principals be included in the creation of discipline policies 
that include cultural awareness.  
4. It is recommended that adequate and frequent communication from the principal is 




5. It is recommended that the principal leads the way for change needed to effectively 
implement the intervention process.  
Summary 
The study examined select Minnesota principals reported leadership qualities present 
when school interventions are considered successful; specifically, leadership characteristics 
present and leadership involvement in the intervention process (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & 
Behar-Horenstein, 2015; Stronge et al., 2008) and ascertaining if interventions are more 
successful with effective leadership. The study gathered information regarding Minnesota 
principals’ experiences with school-based problem-solving and intervention processes, including 
strategies they have used to help with intervention implementation in their buildings, problems 
they have encountered along the way, and the leadership skills needed for interventions to be 
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Appendix A: Research Question and Survey/Interview Matrix 
Research Question Survey Items 
I. What knowledge and 
level of understanding do 
select MN principals 
report having regarding 
school-based problem-
solving and intervention 
processes?  
8. The intervention process is a general education initiative.  
9. I have had training on or know how to implement the 
intervention process.  
10. I believe a solid and effective core academic curriculum is 
a key component of any intervention process. 
11. The main goal of an intervention process is to determine 
academic learning gaps experienced by students and to 
teach them what they need to learn in order to be 
successful. 
12. Academic interventions are necessary before making a 
referral for a special education evaluation.  
 Interview Items 
II. What leadership 
attributes do select MN 
principals report being 
important to the 
implementation of 
school-based problem-
solving and intervention 
processes?  
 
1. What leadership qualities do you feel are important when 
implementing a problem solving or intervention process? 
2. How do you describe your leadership style during the 
problem solving or intervention process?  
3. How was the problem solving or intervention process 
introduced and/or established in your school? 
4. How do you communicate/share problem solving and 
intervention information in your building? 
5. What role do you play with managing the intervention 
process?  
6. What steps do you take to evaluate the intervention process 
in your building? 
8. What challenges have you faced implementing 
interventions in your school?  
9. What accomplishments can you report regarding 
implementation of interventions in your building?  
10. What ideas/prior experiences can you share to help others 
with effective implementation of interventions?  
11. Is there anything else you would like to share that was not 







 Survey Items 
III. What strategies do select 
MN principals report 
they use to ensure 
school-based problem-
solving and intervention 
processes are 
implemented 
successfully in their 
building?  
13. General education and special education teachers at my 
school have been trained on the basics of intervention 
implementation. 
14. Teachers or teams work together to identify and address 
individual student needs in my school.  
15. Data from universal screeners or other forms of data 
collection are used to determine the need for interventions.  
16. The following steps of an intervention process (i.e., 
universal screening, tiered interventions, progress 
monitoring) or something similar are used in my school. 
17. Our school uses a universal screening method to identify 
students in need of intervention.  
18. What are the primary sources used in your building to 
identify students needing interventions? Please check all 
that apply: State and/or district data, such as MCA/MAP 
scores; Dibels; Universal screening; Teacher/staff concern; 
Parent concern; Prior intervention data/results.  
19. Research-based interventions are implemented in my 
school to address students’ learning gaps.  
20. Do you incorporate a behavioral component to your 
intervention process?  
IV. What approaches do 
select MN principals 
report they use to ensure 
a cultural component is 
included in the 
intervention process?  
21.  Do you incorporate a cultural component to your problem-
solving to intervention process? 
 
 Interview Item 
 7. What cultural considerations are taken in your building 










 Survey Items 
V. What methods do select 
MN principals report 
they use and what steps 
do they take to evaluate 
school-based problem-
solving and intervention 
processes?  
22. I feel that students are identified effectively at my school in 
order to begin interventions immediately.  
23. There is a system in place to track and record interventions 
at my school. 
24. What systems do you use to track your intervention data? 
Please check all that apply. SWIS, aimsweb, easyCBM, 
STAR, iReady, Woot Math, SOAR to Success, Keynote, 
FAST (University of Minnesota). 
25. What other systems do you use to track your intervention 
data?  
26. Progress monitoring is used in my school to determine the 
effectiveness of interventions. 
27. Data collected on student progress is used to change core 
curriculum. 
28. I feel the intervention model we are using is effectively 
meeting the needs of our students. 
29. I am confident in my school’s ability to implement tiered 
interventions appropriately and with fidelity. 
30. Overall, how effective do you feel the current problem 






Appendix B: Sample Study Survey Solicitations  
Dear ___________: 
 ___________ (a mutual friend) suggested that I possibly write to you about my study. As a 
doctoral candidate at Saint Cloud State University (SCSU) in the College of Education, Department of 
Educational Leadership and Administration Program, I am asking if you would accept my invitation for 
principals in the ___________ School District to take part in my dissertation research entitled, “An 
Evaluation of Minnesota Principal Characteristics Needed for Effective Implementation of Response to 
Intervention (RTI)” in the early fall of 2020 (August or September).  
 The purpose of this study will be to determine specific principal leadership qualities present 
when school interventions are considered successful; specifically, leadership characteristics present and 
leadership involvement in the intervention process (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 
2015).  
 Currently, there is limited research related to principal’s experiences with RTI, including, 
strategies they have used to help with intervention implementation in their buildings, problems they 
have encountered along the way, and the leadership skills needed in order for RTI to be successful. Most 
research has been about specific interventions at the elementary level and further research outside this 
realm is lacking. 
 Principals in your district are being invited to take part in this study because you have a 
successful track record of implementing RTI as reported by Dr. Kim Gibbons with CAREI, Dr. Jim Johnson, 
my dissertation committee chairperson, and __________, a fellow doctoral student in Cohort 10.  
  Principals’ participation in this study is completely voluntary. Participation will include an online 





 If you agree that principals within the __________ Independent School District ____ may be 
contacted to determine interest in this study, they will receive a personal introduction and an invitation 
to complete an online survey followed by an interview at a later date.  The interview will be audio 
recorded to ensure that data is collected accurately and proficiently. I will provide you with a copy of my 
study when it is completed.  
 This process is overseen by the SCSU Institutional Review Board (IRB) and a member of the IRB 
staff may need to review my research data. Data produced will be considered confidential. If you 
consent to have principals in your district participate in this study, please check the box below, sign, and 
date.   
    Yes, I agree to have principals in my district be contacted about participating in this study.  
 
 __________________________________    _________________  
 Superintendent’s Signature      Date 
 
Thank you for your time. If you have any questions, please contact me at lmwhitney@stcloudstate.edu 
 





 Dr. Jim Johnson suggested that I write to you about my study. As a doctoral candidate at Saint 
Cloud State University (SCSU) in the College of Education, Department of Educational Leadership and 
Administration Program, I am asking if you would accept my invitation for principals in __________ to 
take part in my dissertation research entitled, “An Evaluation of Minnesota Principal Characteristics 
Needed for Effective Implementation of Response to Intervention (RTI)” in the early fall of 2020 (August 
or September).  
 The purpose of this study will be to determine specific principal leadership qualities present 
when school interventions are considered successful; specifically, leadership characteristics present and 
leadership involvement in the intervention process (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Meyer & Behar-Horenstein, 
2015).  
 Currently, there is limited research related to principals’ experiences with RTI, including, 
strategies they have used to help with intervention implementation in their buildings, problems they 
have encountered along the way, and the leadership skills needed in order for RTI to be successful. Most 
research has been about specific interventions at the elementary level and further research outside this 
realm is lacking. 
 Principals in your district are being invited to take part in this study because you were suggested 
by Dr. Jim Johnson as a school that is experiencing successful implementation of RTI.  
  Principals’ participation in this study is completely voluntary. Participation will include an online 
survey that will take approximately 15 minutes. A follow-up interview will take approximately 15 – 20 
minutes. I will also provide you with a copy of my study when it is completed.  
 If you agree that principals within _________ may be contacted to determine interest in this 




by an interview at a later date.  The interview will be audio recorded to ensure that data is collected 
accurately and proficiently.  
 This process is overseen by the SCSU Institutional Review Board (IRB) and a member of the IRB 
staff may need to review my research data. Data produced will be considered confidential. If you 
consent to have principals in your district participate in this study, please check the box below, sign, and 
date.   
    Yes, I agree to have principals in my district be contacted about participating in this study.  
 
 __________________________________    _________________  
 Director’s or Superintendent’s Signature    Date 
 









Appendix C: Survey 
School-Based Problem-Solving and 
Intervention Processes and Principal 
Characteristics 
  
  You are invited to participate in a research study about school-based problem-solving and 
intervention processes and principal characteristics. If you agree to be part of the research study, 
you will be asked to answer survey questions and agree to participate in a follow-up interview 
where you will answer a series of questions. Benefits of the research will be to determine 
principal leadership skills and how they relate to the intervention process, including identifying 
barriers when implementing these practices. The results of this study will illustrate the progress 
of effective leadership needed for successful intervention implementation in elementary and 
secondary schools throughout Minnesota. 
Participating in this study is completely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to 
participate will not affect your current or future relations with St. Cloud State University, or the 
researcher. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without penalty.  
If you have questions about this research study you may contact the researcher at 
(lmwhitney@go.stcloudstate.edu) and/or Dr. Jim Johnson (jrjohnson1@stcloudstate.edu), faculty 
advisor. Results of the study can be requested from the researcher.  
For the purpose of this study, intervention is defined as a strategy used to teach a new 
skill, build fluency in a skill, or encourage a student to apply an existing skill to new situations or 





After completion of the survey, participants will be contacted for a brief follow-up 
interview.  
Your completion of the survey indicates that you are at least 18 years of age and your 
consent to participation in the study.  
Thank you.  
 
Lisa Whitney  
 
I have read the above text and consent to participate in the study. ___ Yes ___ No 
 
Demographics (optional)  
1. What level is your school? 
a) Pre-Kindergarten 
b) Elementary  
c) Middle School 
d) Junior High 
e) High School 
f) Alternative Learning Center 
g) Transition 
h) Other: _________________ 
a. Which specific grades are included in your school?  _______________________ 





3. How long have you been a principal in your current school? ___________________ 
4. Have you been a principal elsewhere? ___ Yes ___ No 
a. If yes, how long were you a principal elsewhere?   
5. Is a specific team set up to look at data and design interventions at your school?  
a) Yes – if yes, what is that team called? _____________________________________ 
b) No 




7. With which ethnicity do you identify yourself (check all that apply) 
a) Hispanic 
b) Black/African American 
c) Latino 
d) White/European descent 
e) Native American 
f) Asian 
CORE SURVEY ITEMS 
In this section of the survey, you will be presented with statements and questions regarding the 
school-based problem-solving and interventions processes at your school. Please select the 






Answer choices unless otherwise specified:  
a) Strongly Disagree; b) Disagree; c) Agree; d) Strongly Agree; e) Prefer not to answer 
 
8) The intervention process is a general education initiative. 
 
9) I have had training on or know how to implement an intervention process.  
 




11) The main goal of an intervention process is to determine academic learning gaps 








13) General education and special education teachers at my school have been trained on the 
basics of intervention implementation.  
 
 




15) Data from the universal screeners or other forms of data collection are used to determine 







16) The following steps of an intervention process (i.e., universal screening, tiered 
interventions, progress monitoring) or something similar are used in my school.   
 
 
17) Our school uses a universal screening method to identify students in need of intervention.  
a. Yes  
b. No 
 
18) What are the primary sources used in your building to identify students needing 
interventions?  Please check all that apply:   
 
a. State and/or district data, such as MCA/MAP scores 
b. DIBELS 
c. Universal screening 
d. Teacher/staff concern 
e. Parent concern 
f. Prior intervention data/results 
 






















23) There is a system in place to track and record interventions at my school. 
 






f. Woot Math 
g. SOAR to Success 
h. Keynote 
i. FAST (University of Minnesota)  
 
25) What other systems do you use to track your intervention data? _____________ 
 
 





27) Data collected on student progress is used to change core curriculum. 
 
 








30) Overall, how effective do you feel the current problem-solving or intervention model in  
your school is working?  
 
a. Mostly Ineffective 
b. Somewhat Ineffective 
c. Somewhat Effective 
d. Mostly Effective 
 
END OF SURVEY 
Thank you for participating in this survey regarding school-based problem-solving and 
intervention processes and principal characteristics.  The objective of this survey is to determine 
principal leadership skills and how they relate to the intervention process, including identifying 
barriers when implementing these practices. The results of this study will illustrate the progress 
of effective leadership needed for successful intervention implementation in elementary and 
secondary schools throughout Minnesota.    
      Again, all data provided will be kept confidential and no personal information will be 




completely anonymous, and responses and comments are not identifiable to a specific school or 
respondent.  
      Questions or comments may be directed to the researcher Lisa Whitney 
(lmwhitney@go.stcloudstate.edu) and/or Dr. Jim Johnson (jrjohnson1@stcloudstate.edu). 
Thank you again for your participation.   






Appendix D: Consent for Interview 
School-Based Problem-Solving and Intervention 
Processes and Principal Characteristics 
INTERVIEW 
  
Start of Block: Consent 
You are invited to continue to participate in a research study about school-based 
problem-solving and intervention processes and principal characteristics. If you agree to 
continue, you will be asked a series of questions during a follow-up interview. It will take 
approximately 20 minutes to complete the interview.  
Information provided during the interview will be kept confidential and responses and 
comments will not be identifiable to a specific school or respondent. The interview will be 
recorded in order for the investigator to focus on the interview and not note-taking. All 
transcriptions will be reviewed by the respondent and investigator for accuracy. 
Benefits of the research will be to determine principal leadership skills and how they 
relate to the intervention process, including identifying barriers when implementing these 
practices. The results of this study will illustrate the progress of effective leadership needed for 
successful intervention implementation in elementary and secondary schools throughout 
Minnesota.  
Interview information will be kept strictly confidential and your name will not be disclosed 
nor will identified direct quotes be used. During the interview you may refuse to answer 
questions and if you wish to suspend participation, you are free to do so at any time with no 
penalty. After completion of the interview, you will receive a transcription of your interview. At 




Participating in this study is completely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to 
participate will not affect your current or future relations with St. Cloud State University, or the 
researcher. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without penalty.  
If you have questions about this research study you may contact the researcher at 
(lmwhitney@go.stcloudstate.edu) and/or Dr. Jim Johnson (jrjohnson1@stcloudstate.edu), 
faculty advisor. Results of the study can be requested from the researcher.  
Your completion of the interview indicates that you are at least 18 years of age and your 










Appendix E: Release Form for Use of Audio Recording 
Release Form for Use of Audio Recording 
An Evaluation of MN Principal Characteristics Needed for Effective Implementation of School-Based 
Problem-Solving and Intervention Processes 
Lisa Whitney 
lmwhitney@go.stcloudstate.edu 









Legal Representative if Applicable 
 
This form asks for your consent to use media for and from this study. We would like you to indicate how 
we can use your media. On the next page is a list of media types that we will use. Please initial where 
you consent for that type of use of your media. Legal representative initials will provide consent when 
needed. 
 




We will not use your media in any way you have not initialed.  
 
Questions regarding this form should be directed to the researchers. Additional answers can be found 
by contacting the IRB Administrator or an IRB Committee Member. Current membership is available at: 
https://www.stcloudstate.edu/irb/members.aspx  
A copy of this form will be provided for your records.  
Audio; no video 
Consent 
Granted Type of Release 
 Used by research team to record and analyze data 
Transcription of audio 
Consent 
Granted Type of Release 






I have read the above carefully and give my consent only for those items in which I initialed.  
 
_________________________________________________  ________________ 
Participant Signature (if 18 years of age or older)    Date 
 
_________________________________________________   
Participant Name (Printed)  
 
WHEN CONSENT IS NEEDED FROM A LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE, COMPLETE THIS SECTION. UP TO TWO 
LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES MAY SIGN. 
 
_________________________________________________  ________________ 
Legal Representative Signature       Date 
 
_________________________________________________   
Legal Representative Name (Printed)  
 
_________________________________________________  ________________ 
Second Legal Representative Signature      Date 
 
_________________________________________________   





Appendix F: Interview Questions 
School-Based Problem-Solving and Intervention 
Processes and Principal Characteristics 
Follow-up interview  
  
1) What leadership qualities do you feel are important when implementing a problem solving or 
intervention process? 
 
2) How do you describe your leadership style during the problem solving or intervention 
process?  
 
3) How was the problem solving or intervention process introduced and/or established in your 
school? 
 
4) How do you communicate/share problem solving and intervention information in your 
building? 
 
5) What role do you play with managing the intervention process?  
 
 
6) What steps do you take to evaluate the intervention process in your building? 
 
7) What cultural considerations are taken in your building during the problem solving or 
intervention process?  
 
8) What challenges have you faced implementing interventions in your school?  
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